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Footage of Storm Shadows flying over a S-400 battery on its way to the Belbek airfield last month. Rare daytime use of these cruise missiles as well from what I've seen, they usually get used during nighttime operations. I assume they are also harder to detect during their cruising phase. 

>Footage of a pair of Ukrainian Storm Shadow/Scalp cruise missiles passing directly over a Russian S-400 battery in western Crimea as they head towards Belbek Airfield, 1/31.

https://twitter.com/Osinttechnical/status/1754897963820646729
Ukraine is setting up dedicated drone branch within the Armed Forces of Ukraine:

"President Zelenskyy signed a decree on the creation of unmanned systems forces as a separate type of force in the structure of the Armed Forces of Ukraine and, based on the results of the study, to submit relevant proposals for consideration by the National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine"

"Now the list of tasks is clear: special full-time positions for working with drones, special units, effective training, systematization of experience, constant scaling of production and attracting the best ideas, the best specialists in this field"[https://twitter.com/sternenko/status/1754914484764684375](https://twitter.com/sternenko/status/1754914484764684375)

This is something the Ukrainian milbloggers have been suggesting for a long time, and they have criticized the lack of structure when it comes to drones. Serhii Sternenko has fundraised more than 35,000 FPV drones so far, and a lot of units depend on drones from him because they can't get anything from the official sources.
Tucker Carlson has now confirmed he will be interviewing Vladimir Putin about the war in Ukraine. https://x.com/tuckercarlson/status/1754939251257475555?s=46

Considering how big of a figure tucker is in US conservative politics, could this interview possibly shift the GOP even more to being anti Ukraine aid. This could cause some of constituents of more moderate GOP Reps in the house to take a more hardline stance on aid, adding top of the current border issue, looks like aid packages in the house is going to get even more complicated.
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5804/cmselect/cmdfence/26/report.html

Interesting report on the state of the British Armed Forces

It identifies shortfalls and makes recommendations to the Government.

Concerning the Army:

>Dr Rowan Allport of the Human Security Centre listed the capability resource and readiness shortfalls of the Army which he described as “substantial”. These included:

>The lack of Infantry Fighting Vehicle once Warrior is replaced by Boxer (which is an Armoured Personnel Carrier);

>The lack of funding for new and upgraded systems with resources only available to procure 1,016 Boxer APCs out of a requirement for 1,305 and 61 Multiple Launch Rocket Systems (MLRS) of a requirement for 75, plus only eight recovery vehicles out of a requirement for 10;
    
>The reduction in the fleet of Challenger tanks as they are upgraded to Challenger 3s and ammunition shortages for the Challenger 2’s 120mm rifled main gun;
    
>The delay in the delivery of the Ajax Armoured Fighting Vehicle;
    

>The readiness of the AS-90 self-propelled artillery fleet which has been reduced by the (necessary) donation of 30 vehicles to Ukraine. The announcement that the UK will purchase 14 Archer artillery systems is not a full recapitalisation;
    
>Inadequate domestic air and missile defence capabilities. The British Army holds responsibility for the majority of UK ground-based surface-to-air missile unit but only one medium-range and one short-range SAM regular regiments, plus one short-range Army Reserve regiment, are in existence. Ballistic missile defences are absent. Electromagnetic and laser defence systems are largely still in development;
    
>The bottleneck in procurement and delivery of the replacements for the roughly 6,000 NLAW anti-tank systems and 155mm artillery ammunition which have been vital in the Ukrainian Armed Forces fight against Russia. Replacements will only begin to be delivered at scale during 2024;
    
>An absence of regular Army close support artillery, engineering, REME and logistics support within the 4th Light Brigade Combat Team, with only Army Reserve units in these roles attached. This leaves the brigade unusable at short notice;
    
>A lack of air transport (chiefly sourced from the RAF) to support the ‘Persistent Engagement’ strategy.74 The forward deployment of Special Forces, elements of the Army Special Operations Brigade and Security Forces Assistance Brigade will require extensive fixed and rotary winged air transport support. This lack of air transport capacity appears to have led the MoD to outsource parachute training to the private sector, with a contract opportunity of up to eight years running from Q1 2025 having been recently published;
    
>3 Commando Brigade, historically the lead UK northern flank land formation, is no longer able to deploy at brigade strength. The Army has made some advances in this area but more can still be done to ensure an adequate capacity to operate in this increasingly important region. The MoD’s 2022 Arctic defence strategy document, The UK’s Defence Contribution in the High North, outlines current departmental efforts but is short on quantifiable specifics.75

Concerning the Royal Navy:

>Dr Rowan Allport of the Human Security Centre produced a detailed list of what he perceived to be Royal Navy readiness gaps and capability shortfalls which included:

>Delays to the Type 26 frigate programme which have resulted in the Type 23 frigate force being run on far past its expected lifespan, meaning sustainment of the platform had become increasingly difficult and expensive.
 
>The reliance on RFA Fort Victoria as the only RFA solid stores ship is compounded by the fact that it is at reduced readiness due to personnel shortages. The replacement Fleet Solid Support Ships are (currently) due to enter service from 2028 onwards—meaning that RFA Fort Victoria will more than likely be required for the Carrier Strike Group deployment when it travels to the Indo-Pacific in 2025.

>The availability of SSNs has dropped as a result of delays in the Astute-class attack submarine building programme. Even once all seven Astutes are in service, it is questionable whether the force will be able to sustain their current tasks and the additional deployments to Australia and wider region from 2026 onwards.

>Delays to the Power Improvement Project (PIP) upgrade on the Type 45s to replace the two existing diesel generators with three more powerful models have impacted availability of the vessels.

>The Littoral Response Group (South), which will operate in the Indo-Pacific, will be led by RFA Argus—the ship “is now 42 years old and will inevitably be increasingly prone to mechanical and other issues as time passes”.

>The Royal Navy’s Merlin HM2 fleet has only 30 aircraft but is over-tasked, responsible for both most Navy airborne anti-submarine warfare missions92 and Airborne Surveillance and Control taskings.93
 
>Both the Type 31 frigate94 and the Type 2695 will receive the Mk.41 vertical launching system but will therefore require significant additional procurement of munitions for their utility to be fully realised.
 
>Delays to the Dreadnought-class ballistic missile submarine programme have resulted in the Vanguard-class having to continue in service beyond their design life. While the material state of the vessels is publicly unknown, there are reasons to believe they will require additional servicing and maintenance as they significantly exceed their lifespan.96
 
>The reduction in numbers of Royal Marines and the move “towards a forward-based littoral model utilising small units supported by advanced technology”97 raises questions about their resilience in hostile environments.98

And concerning the Royal Air Force:

>A shortfall in combat aircraft numbers. The retirement of 30 Tranche 1 Typhoon aircraft in 2025 (with the majority of their airframe lives remaining) will leave only 107 Typhoons in service. 48 F-35B aircraft should be delivered by the end of 2025,115 but these will be jointly operated by the Royal Navy and will have a commitment to carrier operations.

>There is also a shortfall in fixed-wing transport aircraft numbers and capabilities caused by the retirement of the C-130J Hercules116 with plans to procure greater numbers of the A400M judged by the National Audit Office to be unaffordable.
 
>Delays in the procurement of 14 new model Chinook helicopters with extended ranges have occurred due to budget shortfalls. The new Chinooks are intended to replace older model Chinooks but the new model’s increased range could help cover some tasks previously assigned to the C-130J fleet and in supporting the Persistent Engagement strategy.

>There has been a lack of a dedicated Suppression of Enemy Air Defence/Destruction of Enemy Air Defence (SEAD/DEAD) capability since the RAF retired the Air-Launched Anti-Radiation Missile (ALARM) in 2013. The planned introduction by the UK of the SPEAR 3 missile with a multi-mode seeker and a range of around 80 miles could—particularly if used in conjunction with the F-35B’s electronic warfare system—provide a new SEAD/DEAD capability.
    
>Failures in the pilot training system have led to shortfalls in pilot numbers.
 
>There are insufficient numbers of Maritime Patrol Aircraft and Wedgetail AEW1 airborne early warning and control aircraft.
  
>There is a lack of air-to-air refuelling capacity for the Poseidon MRA1, Wedgetail AEW1, RC-135W Rivet Joint and C-17 Globemaster aircraft as they all lack an in-flight refuelling probe to make them compatible with the RAF Voyager tanker fleet.117
>The RAF does not have kinetic ground-based air defence systems or an anti-ballistic missile capability.118
House vote to fund Israel independently of Ukraine [fails](https://x.com/jakesherman/status/1755017504638841055?s=46). The effort to impeach Homeland Security Secretary Mayorkas also [fails](https://x.com/seungminkim/status/1755015174346387642?s=46). 

For those who are following Ukraine aid, the failure to pass Israel spending alone reduces Speaker Mike Johnson’s leverage in the Senate. For those unfamiliar with American politics, it is highly unusual to see leadership fail votes. Even more unusual to see it happen repeatedly, the same day, in both chambers (see [earlier this thread](https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/s/K75pAbWg5d)) for the Senate.
Ukraine/Israel supplemental funding, a guide for the perplexed:

**Brief recap**: House Speaker McCarthy stripped it from government funding in a bid to save his Speakership, which failed and he was the first in history to be vacated. Following that, Biden [proposed a merged supplemental](https://www.reuters.com/world/us/whats-bidens-106-billion-supplemental-funding-request-2023-10-20/) (Israel + Ukraine + Taiwan + humanitarian aid to Gaza). [GOP Senators demanded border concessions](https://www.cornyn.senate.gov/news/cornyn-no-national-security-supplemental-without-border-policy-changes/) in exchange for the national security supplemental, and the [Dems began lengthy negotiations](https://www.politico.com/live-updates/2023/12/29/congress/murphy-border-senate-talks-negotiations-sinema-lankford-00133311). [Trump then began lobbying against it](https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2024/01/27/trump-border-biden/), which turned Senators against it. [The Border Patrol Union even backed it](https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/border-patrol-union-backs-senate-immigration-bill-despite/story?id=106969976). Thus began a bizarre week where the GOP got all its border demands, but walked away from the deal.

**Senate status right now**: Senate Leader Mitch McConnell recommended [last night](https://twitter.com/andrewdesiderio/status/1754669544151429337?s=61&t=ogNOzM_auTHCp_MjNFdu_A) they vote against the border policies they negotiated for months over. Senator Cruz (R-TX) [suggested removing McConnell from leadership](https://twitter.com/chadpergram/status/1754924746691469745?s=61&t=QO6aFwi46FrAS7Pfn1ELXQ). GOP senators (namely Cornyn, #2 in leadership) [are now suggesting passing some form](https://twitter.com/elwasson/status/1754925923948695698?s=61&t=ogNOzM_auTHCp_MjNFdu_A) of Biden's original request, walking away from their border demands. Situation is extremely fluid. Only tea leaf to read at this point is that Senate GOP isn't entirely against defense aid on principle. But It looks like Trump has effective veto power right now.

**House status right now**: The House GOP are looking at passing [clean Israel funding](https://apnews.com/article/house-republicans-military-aid-israel-ukraine-8b97e6e7df99e7ca4174cfbc560cfe42) without Ukraine assistance, backing away from their earlier demand to tie [Israel funding to IRS funding cuts](https://www.npr.org/2023/10/31/1209670609/house-republicans-israel-funding-bill-irs). However the [House freedom caucus came out against stand-alone funding](https://www.foxnews.com/politics/conservative-backlash-israel-aid-bill-could-force-johnson-seek-democrat-support-again), meaning GOP votes alone probably can't carry it. Simultaneously, [House Dems are coming out against stand-alone Israel funding](https://thehill.com/homenews/house/4450925-israel-aid-bill-democrats-oppose/), along with President Biden who [vows to veto it](https://thehill.com/homenews/administration/4449804-white-house-says-biden-would-veto-standalone-israel-funding-bill-another-cynical-political-maneuver/). Dem position is still for a comprehensive aid package.

No idea where anything is going. The fact that some Senate GOP are calling for leadership changes suggests a deeply divided caucus. I still think the Senate is the primary body to watch to see if US is still capable of providing military support.

[Update](https://twitter.com/igorbobic/status/1754933046657028377?s=61&t=Zsq0phgzxsf5zouyeiW-ag):

>What is GOP plan to pass aid to Ukraine aid now? A standalone Ukraine/Israel supplemental, then pray Speaker Johnson can figure it out  
>  
> “Somebody has to be an adult in the room,” Cramer says   
>  
>“That's the house’s job,” Cornyn adds when asked how bill can pass without border
https://www.cnn.com/2024/02/05/europe/ukraine-drone-jet-skis-russian-warship-intl/index.html

Assuming this report is accurate, it seems that the Ukrainian sea drones had both automatic navigation and manual control for the last part of their runs, and were guided using Starlink.  The interview implies that it's apparently not easy since the drones are small, and wave action makes precise maneuvers on the open seas while under fire is tricky.  Not so tricky they couldn't drive a second drone in the hole made by the first of course.

Presumably, this means the DOD allowed the use of Starlink in "Russian" territory, basically giving the UA precision guidance packages for cheap.  There is no reason this couldn't be applied to airborne drones.  Cheap aircraft with remote control capability could be made very cheaply, fly low, and be guided by a pilot controlling it safely from Kyiv.  Just for fun: a beater Cessna 172 is around $50K, autopilot/remote control package is apparently around $10K.  Can carry 800 lbs, range is around 1000 km.

Everyone wants a LEO constellation now, but curious to see if this causes any waves internationally.
So Iran has a spy ship helping the Houthi's acquire targets.

[https://news.yahoo.com/iran-goes-public-stark-warning-130042353.html](https://news.yahoo.com/iran-goes-public-stark-warning-130042353.html)

I know this has been an open secret for some time, but Iran seems to have abandoned all but the thinnest shred of plausible deniability.

My current guess is that this ship (or whichever vessel is performing comparable duties) might be sunk if the Houthis ever manage to actually hit a US naval vessel and Biden needs to produce some visible retaliation beyond what they're already doing.
The Tower 22 attack assessment has [changed](https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/2024/02/06/drone-jordan-attack/)
drastically, according to the WaPo. May also, possibly, suggest a reason why there was a ‘delay’ in the U.S. response as there were reports that efforts were being made to shore up SHORAD in anticipation of retaliatory attacks on U.S. bases. Note: findings are still preliminary. Excerpts:


> U.S. forces probably did not detect the approach of the Iranian-made drone that killed three American soldiers last week at a remote base in Jordan, and there was no air defense system on site capable of shooting it down, the military's initial assessment of the attack has found.

>The early findings, which have not been previously reported, indicate that the drone may have been missed "due to its low flight path," a U.S. defense official with direct knowledge of the assessment told The Washington Post. Additionally, this person said, the base, known as Tower 22, was not outfitted with weapons that can "kill" aerial threats like drones, and instead relied on electronic warfare systems designed to disable them or disrupt their path to a target.

>A common strategy among drone operators and other pilots seeking to minimize or evade radar detection is to fly low to the ground. Another U.S. official affirmed the military's belief that the drone flew too low to be detected. Both officials, like some others, spoke on the condition of anonymity to discuss a sensitive and ongoing investigation. Defense officials have stressed that assessments can change as investigators learn more.

> Although Tower 22 was outfitted with "multiple" electronic warfare systems capable of taking drones offline, it had limited means to protect itself. The defense official with direct knowledge of the military's early assessment said the outpost was deemed a relatively low-threat environment. "This was based on the vast majority of the threats and 99 percent of the [Iranian-proxy] attacks being against facilities in Iraq and Syria," the official told The Post.

>The base's defensive posture has changed in the attack's aftermath, the official said, but declined to elaborate.

>"We are not waiting for the investigation to be complete to implement changes from lessons learned in the tragic attack on Tower 22," the official said.
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-68225663

Qatar and Israel sent Hamas a package offering a 40 day truce for prisoner swaps a week ago.  After stalling for a bit, Hamas has finally made their counteroffer - basically a permanent truce, and a few other concessions not included in the initial offer.

Honestly, I don't think it shocks anyone that Hamas continue to demand a permanent truce, given the state of the war as it is.

The real question is if Israel entertains the offer in its current form.  They're on record as getting ready to begin the battle of Rafah soon (they can always attack Rafah after a temporary truce, but not a permanent one), but they'd also really like to nab more hostages alive, and they're more likely to do that with a deal.
Possibly too ephemeral to be worth sharing, but it's exciting so why not. For the first time in a long time the UK Government is [on record](https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2024-01-24/11263) as still being committed to 138 F-35Bs:

> All Partner Nations place orders for F-35 through the Joint Program Office in low-rate initial production Lots. The average time between the multi-national orders being placed for each Lot and deliveries to customer nations is between two to four years.  
>   
> For details of United Kingdom delivery timescales from Lot 3 to Lot 14, I refer the right hon. Member to the answer that Baroness Goldie gave to the Noble Lord, Lord Moonie on 4 November 2019 to Question HL520, which remains extant. The multi-national order for low-rate initial production Lots 15-17 was placed in early 2023, which set delivery timescales of a further thirteen UK F-35B aircraft out to 2025.   
>   
> The UK remains committed to 138 aircraft through the life of the programme. However, no contracts have been placed by any nation beyond production Lot 17. Precise details of delivery timescales for subsequent production Lots will be taken at the appropriate time, as part of the wider multi-national orders. This ensures the most appropriate capability and the best value for money.    

I found the [recent discussion](https://old.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/19855tg/the_only_way_is_tempest_royal_aerospace_society/) about Tempest as the future for UK combat air quite interesting, particularly the positions advanced that perhaps a reason for the short-buy of 74 F-35s that the UK is committed to is that Tempest ought to begin to be delivered at around the same time any third tranche of F-35s could be delivered to the UK anyway (so we wouldn't get more than F-35s any faster than we can start to get Tempest) and that platform is preferred for various reasons. Assuming this recommittal (and I think it's safe to call it a recommittal - I don't know anyone who thought we'd get more than 74 Lightnings a week ago, certainly senior figures of the armed forces didn't) is genuine and not governmental fluff, this could perhaps be a worrying indicator about expectations for Tempest's timelines, or else just a recognition that the world is more dangerous and regardless of getting Tempest at around the same time more 5th gen jets would be a good thing. The latter would be welcome - at the moment the UK is on track for something like 175 combat aircraft across the air force and navy - much less than France, Italy or Germany.
Analogy time. 

I'm a fan of pro road cycling. The sport actually makes good faith efforts to catch dopers, and successfully does so. The NFL and EPL make no serious effort to catch dopers, so they never do.

So of course the sport that actually tries to catch offenders gets the "filled with dopers" label because there's frequent stores of dopers getting caught. While doping flies under the radar in the NFL, EPL, NHL, etc because they don't even make serious attempts to catch people.

This is my long-winded way of saying its good when Ukraine catches corrupt officials in the act. I'd be more worried if they never caught anyone.
It seems like a fairly common theme throughout this war has been the difficulty of concentrating forces to enable a decisive breakthrough on a modern battlefield. What systems are playing the largest role in creating this outcome, and how many of them are only available to Ukraine via western aid? It seems like Ukraine has been investing quite heavily in domestic drone production, but are these drones heavy enough to do significant damage to armor as to deter a massed assault, or is the actual factor limiting these assaults something else such as the organizational capabilities of the Russian military?
The discussions lately in this sub has been quite the doomer vibes in a while. My question is, are analysts also bearish on Ukraine's hope for success *recently*? If so, what changed? I think the analysts have foreseen the aid situation already and has taken it to account last year in their analyses. Another one - I've seen some suggest that the situation for Ukraine might be "stable, until it isn't" for Avdiivka so I was thinking, what about the rest of the front?
[Reported price of Shahed drones for russia](https://twitter.com/Gerashchenko_en/status/1754901906323808469?t=za1a_pOlYbSP2IneuHQ12g&s=19) it appears that the Russians spent 200K dollars per Shahed when buying them from Iran, IF that is true, and not a complete fabrication of Ukranian propaganda, it means that the very repeated mantra the Russians doing disproportionate amount of damage to the Ukrainians with cheap drones has been false all along
[Iran suspected in couple's plot to murder Swedish Jews - report](https://www.i24news.tv/en/news/international/1707218139-iran-suspected-in-couple-s-plot-to-murder-swedish-jews-report)


>An investigation by Swedish Radio has uncovered a suspected plot by Iran to murder Swedish Jews.


>The covert operation allegedly involved an Iranian couple who lived in Sweden under false identities for over five years and were believed to be acting as undercover agents.


This is yet another case of Iran attempting to kill Jews in Europe, and as usual, the European response was non-existent.


The pragmatic solution would be to exchange those agents for the Swedes that have been kidnapped by Iran, but instead they were free to go.



I'm not sure what Europe is trying to achieve here. This weak behavior is only rewarded by further escalation from Iran.
[The border deal is dead. What now for Ukraine aid?](https://www.semafor.com/article/02/06/2024/the-border-deal-is-dead-what-now-for-ukraine-aid?utm_campaign=semaforreddit)


>But the real test comes in the House, where a large slice of Republicans are on the record voting against Ukraine aid. It’s possible that Ukraine supporters will have new leverage in the chamber, however, after Johnson failed to pass Israel aid on its own following a veto threat from President Biden.


>...


>The urgency could lead the Biden administration and Democrats to compromise on aspects of the funding request, such as the level of funding for military funding versus economic and humanitarian support. Former Trump national security adviser Robert O’Brien told me last week that he believed House Republicans would pass a Ukraine aid bill that includes only military aid.


>Ukrainian member of parliament Maria Mezentseva told Semafor she is still optimistic about the path forward, despite the collapse of the border security agreement, and insisted Ukraine needed the full $60 billion in funding requested — not just a piece of it.


Here's a short analysis of the current situation in the US Congress, which hopefully can balance the constant dooming on this sub.


According to some people close to Trump, military aid to Ukraine is likely to pass. Economic and humanitarian aid are less certain, although still possible.
It seems to me that the Ukrainian position today is the most fragile and strained its been since Summer 2022. The key difference now is that there's little prospect of American aid arriving any time soon, European aid is wholly inadequate, and the Ukrainians have burned through the vast majority of their pre-war ammunition stores. On top of that, the Ukrainian war effort seems to be in disarray with the sacking of Zaluzhny still up in the air and the Rada still unable to pass desperately needed revisions to the Ukrainian mobilization program. 

It's hard not to look back at the wasteful nature of the Ukrainian counteroffensive and not see it as a major turning point in the war. I genuinely can't believe they burned through so much ammunition and manpower while accomplishing  so little. How could they be so irresponsible with their resources? Apparently they saved nothing for a rainy day and pressed the offensive for months longer than they should have despite the lack of progress. 

It was clear that 2024 was shaping up to be a rough year for Ukraine, but its off to a much worse start than I expected and unfortunately there doesn't appear to be much to be hopeful about for the time being. I'm sure the Russian offensive is costing them dearly in men and materiel, but they're making progress on several fronts and straining Ukraine to its limits. I don't doubt the Russians will run out of steam sooner or later, but they're in a much better position to regenerate combat strength than the Ukrainians are. I just hope the Ukrainian fortification building efforts are being prioritized because that's one of the few things they can do to at least blunt future Russian advances.
Guys, do you know how much military deception is used in ukraine ? since they have supply issues, I was thinking mildec would be a worthy investment.. they also demonstrated creative reuse of simple devices, so it fits the mindset.
Russian sources report that a new production line has been opened at Chelyabinsk Tractor Plant - Uraltrak (Uralvagonzavod's tank engine production facility).

Reportedly, they launched a new plant with an ion nitriding line. This is expected to increase the production rate of the V-92S2 engine for the T-72B3 and T-90M.

The ion nitriding line is also improving the quality of the crankshaft, which should last twice as long.

In the end they say that the Uraltrak production of tank engines is now exceeding the Soviet levels by 12% (thanks to the plant modernisation and the workforce increase by 21%).

[https://topwar](https://topwar) . ru/235759-proizvodstvo-tankovyh-dvigatelej-na-chtz-uraltrak-prevysilo-sovetskij-uroven.html
A remarkably strong message of support for Russia by the Chinese new defence minister.

https://twitter.com/Gerashchenko_en/status/1752646615985230065?t=6qBsJy7Y1F3SMKIVJ1Amiw&s=19

"We support you on the Ukraine issue" then proceeding to say that China has done this and will continue to do this despite US and EU pressure 

What makes this remarkable? Well, any statement of clear Chinese support is worth noting, since Western media, even reputable ones, are often fond of amplifying alleged cracks in the Chinese-Russian relationship and announcing imminent Chinese u-turns. It sounds completely illogical to any first-year student of international relations - that the two main Western rivals will turn against each other for our benefit - but still such speculations stubbornly persist, often fueled by nothing stronger than statements by "unnamed officials".

Additional remarkability comes from the part where the Chinese minister supports Russia over **the Ukraine issue**. Chinese messages of support for Moscow are mostly general, or anti-Western, and rarely mention Ukaine specifically (in fact I can't recall one, perhaps somebody else can). Why? Because it is not easy for Beijing to publicly support a war of aggression. Yet they just did that.
>Rare daytime use of these cruise missiles as well from what I've seen, they usually get used during nighttime operations

There was an article before SSs were provided in which a British General gave a rule of thumb -- daytime strikes usually mean c2 and time sensitive targets, night strikes are for things like AD and ammunition depots.
Not only that, but there is a Tor system in the same complex sitting there inoperable. This plus the chuckling of the personnel at the base really speaks to how seriously Russia cares about defending its airspace.

The apathy in Russian military culture is astounding. Amazing that as recent as 2021 there were credible western think tanks who believed Russian GBAD A2AD would lock down NATO airspace as far west as the German/Polish border as well as the entirety of the Baltics.
I haven't seen any damage assessment from Belbek airfield attack. At this point, I'm assuming if it was highly effective (i.e., multiple destroyed airframes, munitions depots, etc), we'd have news of it.

Still, showing the Russians that Ukraine has the ability to "reach out and touch" the prime airbase in Crimea at will is worth something, and will meaningfully complicate Russian air operations there. But I bet it would have been nice to show some burning Sukhois after all that.
magyar has also formed his own separate uav battalion within the marines. before that the unit was in the 59th brigade of the army
Here is the text of the annoucement:


"I have just signed a decree initiating the establishment of a separate branch of our Defense Forces – the Unmanned Systems Forces. This is not a matter of the future, but something that should yield a very concrete result shortly. This year should be pivotal in many ways. And, obviously, on the battlefield as well. Drones – unmanned systems – have proven their effectiveness in battles on land, in the sky and at sea. Ukraine has truly changed the security situation in the Black Sea with the help of drones. Repelling ground assaults is primarily the task of drones. The large-scale destruction of the occupiers and their equipment is also the domain of drones. The current list of tasks is clear: special staff positions for drone operations, special units, effective training, systematization of experience, constant scaling of production, and the involvement of the best ideas and top specialists in this field. This is a task for the army, the Ministry of Defense, and the government as a whole. And to ensure the necessary coordination in the Defense Forces, to ensure the proper level of planning and quality of logistics, the Unmanned Systems Forces will be established within the AFU. The relevant proposals will be submitted for consideration by the NSDC."


https://www.president.gov.ua/en/news/pidpisav-ukaz-yakij-rozpochinaye-stvorennya-okremogo-rodu-si-88817
So they're creating a separate branch of service within the UAF for drones?
Tucker preaches to a choir. There's nothing he or Putin will say that will be new. He isn't on network TV. Network TV doesn't have the same kind of pull like it used to but the younguns don't care and vote and even if they do the 70, 80 year old politicians who matter don't care for their opinion. No decision maker is getting swayed by Tucker.
i want to see him talk about what the russian telegram channels and misinfo channels have been obsessed about recently…texas secession. i want to see this coastal, gold spoon in his mouth, boarding schools in europe elite try to play the good old southern boy standing up for states rights and see what putin, who is the second easiest person in the world to troll, has to say about it
One the one side this will surely entrench pro russia and anti ukraine view points. On the other side lets think about this for a second. The target crowd that will watch this interview and actually take the things said in the interview for full. Will it actually change their viewpoint? Do we really believe that the crowd that is already anti Ukraine will make an actual difference in large scale opinion regarding Ukraine? I believe in the end this interview will achieve two things. It will entrench anti Ukrainian positions because those fellas already buy anything the right wing spokespeople tell them. And it will affirm us pro-Ukrainian folks in our believe that Carlson is essentially a Russian asset in all but name. Wild card option is that Carlson is actually critical of Putin, but that might just be the alcohol speaking out of me.
It feels worth bringing up an intriguing tweet from Ollie Carroll a few days ago, where he claims that some Ukrainian officials apparently believe Carlson is visiting Moscow as a MAGA conduit, to put out feelers to the Kremlin about a deal on what happens to Ukraine if Trump is elected. I have no idea how seriously this belief is held in the Ukrainian establishment, but Carlson is known to be close to Trump so it’s not entirely unbelievable.

https://twitter.com/olliecarroll/status/1753890525747294386
I don‘t even know what the point of this is. Putin has been telling the same lies for over a decade now.
I don’t believe for a second this man has even 5% of the sway as when he was on Fox News social media has been proven time and time again to absolutely not be representative of the average American and I don’t think a disgraced former talk show host is going to change 70 years of animosity 
This is catastrophic to me, even the stuff he says "the public is currently not informed about what's going on in the region" is scary. 

He's going to sway many more people who are also going to get entrenched into this position and hardly change sides. 

I do not understand how this is allowed, he should get hit by sanctions or something, he's clearly, blatantly working for the enemy and the government, hell, not even the GOP seems interested in doing anything against him. 

Mala tempora currunt.
Is there any precedent for sanctioning someone acting as an information conduit for a hostile foreign power or foreign agent?
These articles are long, sometimes I wonder if I'm missing a point by skimming through-i can't help but wonder though, there's no chance these individual European countries could ever stand up to Russia or China alone right? They quite literally do not have enough stuff in the ground to fight a protracted war. China and Russia, if the nepotism went away enough, could handedly outproduce each european country by leagues. So Europe having a nuclear umbrella is good...but its still important to have conventional forces.

But since these standalone conventional forces could never really hope to stand alone, why isn't there near total integration of the various militaries? I know each MIC will want more influence, every general as well-but wouldn't it be better to piecemeal the best features of each respective European country and have them focus on that? For example, Germany and UK with SPGs and tanks.
This is a bit out of scope, but failing to impeach Mayorkas was such a colossal own-goal.  Opening up the impeachment can of worms then not even getting it through the house that your party owns is the absolute worst outcome.  Voters are unlikely to remember it too much in 7 months but still it's such a ???
Is it reasonable to believe that there won't be any aid for the US in the foreseeable future ? It seems like the GOP is hell bent on opposing anything Biden does regardless of what it is.
If only a handful of Republican representatives had a spine, they could take Johnson down with the help of the Democrats. I imagine the Democrats would vote for a Republican speaker if they agreed to pass the bill. I know that politically it would likely be a death sentence, but it would be an exercise in character and patriotism that would not be forgotten.
So as of now the US house of representatives is entirely deadlocked and no compromise for either side gets passed through? Dysfunctional.
"We need border protections."

"Actually, we need the border as a political talking point."

Seriously hard to imagine anyone believing in good faith here.

At this point the best hope is half of the 60 bil purely in military aid.

Even that is super dicy. I don't think I've been more doomer on Ukraine odds.
Honestly it looks to me like the Americans have basically come to the conclusion that Russia has been broken and beaten enough to never be a threat to them again so its now Europe and Ukraine's problem. It obviously hurts American standing to not support an ally to the end but people have short memories. I don't agree with their logic but it's also understandable why they react this way.
Both parties have major divides currently on foreign policy. The Republicans’ neocon vs MAGA divide is the more immediately serious insofar as it’s interfering with the party’s ability to control the legislative agenda, but the divide between (a good chunk of) the Democrat base and lawmakers is potentially really messy, especially if we see social media campaigns among progressive influencers to boycott Biden in November. I’m aware of course that young people’s turnout is weak at the best of times but in a tight election it could swing it.
> Assuming this report is accurate, it seems that **the Ukrainian sea drones** had both automatic navigation and manual control for the last part of their runs...

There have been a fair number of Ukranian naval drone actions in this conflict, and more keep on popping up, so for the benefit of others reading your comment I'll clarify that this article is in reference to the sinking of the *Ivanovets*, the *Tarantul*-class missile corvette, five days ago.
> Presumably, this means the DOD allowed the use of Starlink in "Russian" territory, basically giving the UA precision guidance packages for cheap.

The "last part" could include every kilometer they were in Russian territory.
If Starlink was indeed used, there must have been a concerted effort to keep Elon Musk in the dark about it. Not that Elon makes it very difficult probably when he's going on 30 hour drug-fueled Xitter posting binges.
They should fly a drone over it constantly and jam GPS/radio etc. If you can't shoot it, make it ineffective. I wouldn't be surprised if this is already happening.

On a related point I don't know why Egypt isn't applying more pressure to stop this. They will be getting directly affected by the reduced shipping traffic through the canal.
Nah, Biden'd never do that, even a simple raid on the ship would shock me.
Would it be in the realm of reality for MARSOC to board and investigate whether or not  it is operating essentially as a forward observer? Search and seizure is less escalatory than an outright attack. Also, it would give US more insight on Iranian crypto.
Bombing that spy ship by claiming it is involved in hostilities would create a dangerous precedent regarding the war in Ukraine. The narrative from the west has been that sharing intelligence doesn't equate co-belligerence. Everyone is watching the situation unfold in the ME because the parallels are unmistakable. Not sure the US wants to open that can of worms.
So the whole IFF story and associated details was mistaken? Where did it even come from? It's one thing for early reporting to get some details wrong, that's to be expected, but this is an entirely different scenario being proposed.
Why are these officials risking security clearances and also possibly giving data about US base defenses to enemies, just to get some attention from the press. Really rubs me the wrong way even though it’s interesting to read
Im highly skeptical about the durability of a permanent truce. Israelis are not going to accept the old status quo of a Hamas ruled Gaza periodically attacking them. Even if Hamas leadership intends to keep their end of the deal, it’s only a matter of time until Israel gets attacked by some Islamists in Gaza and has the provocation to continue the operation.
>  the UK is committed to is that Tempest ought to begin to be delivered at around the same time any third tranche of F-35s could be delivered to the UK anyway 

When was the last time any country designed a clean sheet fighter design and it went into service on time without years of delays?

If Tempest is on time, I'll eat my boots.
How did UK arrive at the number of 138 F35s ? Was it budget constraint (as in, that many can fit in the allocated money ) or was it some analysis suggesting 138 were required to fulfill the needs ?

Probably both are at play in any case, but wondering if anyone has any idea which one played the greater role.
I would argue that there are different kinds of corruption. The streel level, when the police officer takes 20 bucks to not issue a speeding ticket. The business level, when a company bribes the inspector to ignore enviromental issues.

In Russia, it is something that could be compared to a fiefdom. In earlier times, a noble was granted land as a compensation for his services. He could, within certain limits, do with the land and the people as he pleased. Exploiting the fiefdom was not considered immoral or illegal, it was the expected behavior.

Shoigu has been Minister of Defence since 2012 and has been a minister even longer. His official salary is something like a low six figure sum in dollars or Euro. In 2009, his then 18 year old daughter bought a plot of land for  9 million dollars. On this plot of land stands the mansion of Shoigu, with an estimated value of 15 million dollars in 2015.

It is blatantly obvious that the official salary and the visible personal wealth of the Russian political elite do not match. And the explanation is that everyone is allowed to treat his domain as his fiefdom. As long as they stay loyal and do not display excessive incompentence, corruption is just part of the deal. 

Ukraine probably worked on a similar model. However, there are two factors that are different. First, in Ukraine, the government actually changes after elections. Change means that there are people who have an interest in uncovering the failures of their predecessors. It also means that the system of corruption can never become as entrenched as it does under the stability of an autocracy.

Second, Ukraine is making an active effort to combat corruption. This leads to the headlines.

If Ukraine will eventually succeed or not remains to be seen. Zelensky would not be the first person to run on an anti-corruption platform only to succumb to the allure of money later. I wish them the best.
Russia and China both catch corrupt officials too. In Russia, at least, it's part of the culture of leadership. Everyone's corrupt, everyone has "kompromat": https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kompromat

That way when an official is misbehaving, there's an easy legal avenue to take them down. Similar to how speeding laws work in the US. Everyone speeds on the highway, so the cops can pull over everyone.

China uses anti-corruption drives to do political purges.

I'm not an expert on Ukraine but I figure it's going to be similar to Russia just because they come from the same system. There's a reason if you rank the most corrupt countries in the world, Russia and Ukraine has historically been right next to each other. It's part of the culture, and it certainly isn't going to go away during a war and instead I believe is likely to get worse.

I think this corruption talk is sort of meaningless. Why does it matter if Ukraine is corrupt? So is all of Latin America and and yet nobody cares. Ukraine is not ever going to look like Sweden or Netherlands.
> The NFL and EPL make no serious effort to catch dopers, so they never do.

This isn't a great analogy because NFL dopers just use unique compounds that provide the same benefit as banned steroids/HGH, but are not yet catalogued and detectible by tests which only find catalogued compounds.   These substances also cycle out of the body rather quickly.


Cyclists use compounds which necessarily need to be present during the competition, but more importantly, the effects of the drugs are what often gets them caught.  

Otherwise, I agree with your post here.
I think it's pretty clear drones and mines are the MVPs of defense with artillery coming in closely behind. It's not really a secret anymore what's going on. Any sort of massed armored assault that doesn't have cover against drones is borderline suicide. There's enough footage out there now to know that even a single FPV drone can detonate a tank. Sometimes they take more but generally after the first strike the crew flees.
>What systems are playing the largest role in creating this outcome

Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) drones are a staple of this war. They are a mix of 1) top end military grade versions, that often fly at high altitude, have long range/loiter time, top notch cameras including thermal/FLIR, laser designators, GPS capable so they can know where they are and can pull grids from what they can lase, with secure comms that are "hardened" against electronic warfare, 2) Commercial drones that are cheap and more plentiful, but more easily jammed, limited in range, usually mid to poor cameras, etc.  

The better capable military grade drones can also do Intelligence, surveillance, target acquisition, and reconnaissance (ISTAR), which specifically relates to being tied into specific precision guided munitions, like laser guided munitions, or getting accurate grids for GPS guided munitions. 

The drone feeds are displayed in the tactical level HQs at ever level from at least battalion and especially brigade for the UAF and regiment and division with the Russians. Think a large room filled with tables that have laptops all over and flat screen TVs and computer monitors all over the walls, some with digital maps tied to networked C4I systems (the UA or RU versions of [Blue Force Tracker](https://media.defense.gov/2008/Jan/12/2000413867/-1/-1/0/080109-F-0000K-001.JPG)), with most of them displaying live drone feed provided direct from the drone operators located elsewhere. There, tactical commanders are using the drone feed, some watching their own territory, some directly monitoring the forward line of enemy troops, some in the enemy's tactical rear areas especially known supply lines, known or suspected assembly areas, looking for artillery, looking for HQs, etc. With some of the better drones especially able to see quite far back, up to 20 km or even more (Russian drones supposedly have much longer range into the UAF tactical and operational rear areas using drones). 

When they spot a target, the unit commander or duty officer with staff are immediately able to vector in accurate and very responsive fires. That ranges from satellite guided GMLRS, extended range precision tube artillery, satellite guided glide bombs (likely isn't very responsive), dumb MLRS tube arty or mortars, quadcopter munition dropping drones, and FPV drones\*. Extremely short kill chains are possible. 

The Russians and Ukrainians call that Reconnaissance Fires Complex. 

So what is happening is, because the attacking side for whatever reason can't deny the enemy the ability to see with drones, when they conduct company sized armor attacks they are spotted at some point either gathering at the assembly area (can be up to \~10-15 km from the front lines), during the approach march, during the breaching attempt, during the attack, during the consolidation phase following a successful attack. 

The ways they might be able to negate ISR/ISTAR drones in their rear is through EW, obscuration (smoke or operating at night), and/or Counter-Unmanned Aerial Systems (C-UAS), which is air defenses specifically meant to counter flying drones. 

Because armored vehicles are hard to hide a company or more of them, and because they are most often moving in column formation along known routes that are usually patrolled by drones, because there are limited avenues of approach to reach friendly targets, because they're big, with bright heat signatures, moving around a lot, belching smoke, etc, they are easy to spot by drones when they are airborne. 

If they are spotted, they can be targeted by something, and there is a good chance it'll be accurate because there are a plethora of guided weapons and because the lines are so static the indirect fire is pretty accurate too.  If nothing else, real time info is spread out to the defending units ("Enemy forces crossing check point 4 heading to your position, now at 550 meters, get ready to use your ATGMs." or something to that effect. 

Small unit mechanized attacks (1-4 tanks or IFV) can be more successful hidden as they can be infiltrated forward at night and hidden in treelines or other hide sites, and then launched for short range attacks that have a good chance of not being observed instantly by enemy drones, and potentially retreating and returning to their hide site before they can be engaged. 

Small unit (platoon or smaller) dismounted infantry-engineer attacks can be launched from very close to the front lines (short jump off), they have greater option for routes because they are not as constrained by terrain (requiring more drones overwatching random areas to catch them), they are smaller targets that more easily blend in with their surrounding areas (harder to see them), they have smaller heat signatures (harder to see them), they can more easily attack at night (harder to see them), etc. If they are spotted, they're usually screwed when engaged by fires. 

 

&#x200B;

>and how many of them are only available to Ukraine via western aid?

Ukraine already has them. They are very very good at Recon Fires Complex, it's their strong suit. Same with Russia, both sides are really good at RFC, but suck at most other things, and have no way to counter RFC that works for them (likely because to deny RFC to the enemy means denying it to themselves). 

&#x200B;

>but are these drones heavy enough to do significant damage to armor as to deter a massed assault

They've worked so far. The average FPV drone uses a 93mm RPG round, sufficient to destroy a tank if it hits something not covered by explosive reactive armor or cage armor. 

&#x200B;

>or is the actual factor limiting these assaults something else such as the organizational capabilities of the Russian military?

Very much organization capabilities limiting success. A mechanized combined arms breach and assault, that is a company sized force or larger getting through minefields and other obstacles to successfully overrun a prepared, alert defensive position, is an extremely complex mission, one of the hardest. Its like an orchestra, not only do all the musicians need to know how to play their own instruments, they need to know how to play together perfectly or it sounds like shit. The Russians are a very bad orchestra. 

Additionally, the Russians and Ukrainians both have no way of denying observation to the drones. There are techniques, but either they screw them up (like the few attempts they've tried to lay smoke screens), or can't do them large enough because they have technical limitations or are worried about fratricide (mostly relating to electronic warfare). 

&#x200B;

\*FPV drones is the nickname for commercial type kamikaze strike drones, but it should also describe dedicated military grade types like Lancets or Switchblades, as they do the exact same thing.
I think its a matter of, if you can see it you can kill it. The firepower to destroy just about anything has existed for a long time but targeting was a problem. Drones make the battlefield transparent so you can pick any appropriate (cost/availability) system to destroy the target whether that's the drone itself or something else. The real super power of drones is removing tactical surprise and increasing the effectiveness of all other weapons. 

What I'm wondering is why there isn't a panic rash to develop anti drone system that solve the problem of anti drone tech generally costing more than the drone. for example why has someone made a slightly larger drone that hunts other drone but cheap enough to not be worth sending a ground to air missile at. I'm sure this would be nice for shotting down drones in Yemen and Iraq.
One of the serious issues is the transparency on the battlefield. Gathering significant forces is detected by your adversary, giving them the opportunity to act. Short of significant anti-satellite and anti-drone measures, I don't see the situation changing to allow Russia or Ukraine to gather significant forces in preparation for an assault.

The other significant issue is the defender's use of mines. Mine clearance vehicles or other equipment is something that could be donated to help Ukraine. However, minefields in use in Ukraine are an order of magnitude denser than US tactics considered. This leads to a situation where the Western powers are discovering they don't have enough anti-mine equipment as is, so they are less willing to donate what they do have.
> are these drones heavy enough to do significant damage to armor 

If the answer is "no," Ukraine obviously won't advertise that fact, so it's the kind of question that will probably be argued for decades.  Just how effective was system X against system Y is still argued about with slingers and archers.  That said, Russian tanks aren't primarily armored against top attack.  The original threat they are really designed to survive is something like another tank shooting it in the front.

So it seems very likely that you don't need super heavy drones to be a credible deterrent against armor, as long as you have the ability to fly right overhead and deliver a precise strike from an optimal angle.  If you are trying to lob a rocket from a mile away because you can't get within a mile of the target due to air defenses and EW, you need a big drone that can carry multiple heavy rockets.  That's not the case if you can patiently line up just right and drop an AT grenade from 20 feet from a smaller drone.  A huge part of this question hinges on Russia's ability to make progress on EW systems that defeat the current drones.
> I think the analysts have foreseen the aid situation already and have taken it into account last year in their analyses

I've never observed any analyst factoring in the amount of aid Ukraine receives in their analyses.

---

> The discussions lately in this sub has been quite the doomer vibes in a while. [...] If so, what changed?

My answer is this:

> **"Amateurs talk about tactics, but professionals study logistics."**

Logistics in the context of Ukraine is this chain: **Western countries → politicians → aid → Ukraine**. 

Although battles are fought on the ground and depend on the bravery of the Ukrainian troops, their outcomes are predetermined elsewhere: by the total amount of aid Ukraine receives. This sub or Twitter is full of debates revolving around tactical movements around certain villages or whether Ukraine should retreat from or defend Avdiivka/Bachmut. However, I feel this misses the mark. The crux of the matter is the amount of aid (both military and financial) Ukraine receives.

Metaphorically speaking, if you show me the aid (in $ billions) that crossed into Ukraine over the past three months at any given time, I can predict the sentiment of this subreddit or tactical situation on the ground.
This sub goes through phases. When there is very little movement on the front, or that movement is clearly in favor of Russia, the mood swings negative. Ive seen it worse, Ive seen it better. Ever since the summer offensive bogged down, emotions here have been more sullen. 

I personally do not think its a great idea to extrapolate anything larger about the war, or really even how western analysts are feeling, based on the sub and whats posted here. There lies madness and depression.
Look at it this way, what actual visible inflection points have happened that would cause analysts to change their opinion from, say, late fall 2023?  As of that date, it was already known that Ukraine had failed their southern offensive and were low on operational units, that artillery ammo would be scarce (even scarcer if the US stops aid, which it did), that Russia was getting a new influx of munitions and manpower, and that Avdiivka was in a salient (though it wasn't known if Russia would target it immediately).  

5 months in, do analysts really have any reason to adjust these broad observations? If anything, one would think what's happening on the battlefield might skew assumptions the other way, but only slightly.  

The fact of the matter is analysts are waiting for something actually noteworthy to happen, like a resumption of US aid or the actual predicted "Ukrainian collapse" actually happening.  Or not happening, and the Russians culminating like in winter '23.  Once we're there, there's something to talk about.  Because the actual day to day battlefield events are either in line or perhaps slightly exceeding expectations, depending on how optimistic the analyst in question was.
Some more information here - [https://mil.in.ua/en/news/the-cost-of-shahed-136-for-russia-has-been-reported/](https://mil.in.ua/en/news/the-cost-of-shahed-136-for-russia-has-been-reported/)

But I could not find the source documents.

&#x200B;

>According to plans for 2023, with full localization of production with minimal supply of Iranian components, the projected cost of the Shahed-136 should be RUB 4.4 million ($48.8 thousand) per item.  
>  
>...  
>  
>At the same time, the cost of sale, that is, the price at which they will be transferred to the customer, will be RUB 14.9 million ($165.5 thousand).
That 200k number is in the deals including tech transfer with Iran. They've got a breakdown of bill of material costs for the ones they're planning to be made in Russia and it's 4400k rubles or about 48k USD. That's about inline with estimates and even the cost of a similar UAS on Alibaba, funny enough. 

https://simorgh.io/files/
It all depends on the relative cost for Russia to launch them and for UA to defend / sustain the damage from them.
The provenance of this info is beyond suss. I wouldn't trust it without some kind of corroboration.
> The pragmatic solution would be to exchange those agents for the Swedes that have been kidnapped by Iran, but instead they were free to go.

As the article says, after arrest & investigation by swedish and american authorities, they had insufficient evidence to prosecute.
> The pragmatic solution would be to exchange those agents for the Swedes that have been kidnapped by Iran, but instead they were free to go.

Didn't look like that was a legal option, based off the article

>The Swedish criminal investigation uncovered evidence linking the couple to the IRGC, indicating their involvement in planning a terror act in Sweden. However, due to insufficient evidence, prosecutors were unable to conclusively establish the specifics of the murder plot.

Suppose they could, but not a great look to just seize people for trade, at least for a Good Guy nation
>I'm not sure what Europe is trying to achieve here.

Well, this is the problem. Europe isn't trying to achieve anything here.

In many parts of Europe, people no longer have goals to pursue. They don't want to struggle for anything extra. They don't believe in any grand narratives or grand strategy.

(To be honest, this isn't a Europe-only problem.)
The collective weak response by the West is what's emboldening Iran, not just Sweden.


Terror plots, arming and providing intelligence to the Houthis, enabling their proxies to strike American bases, etc. All met with a tepid US military response that was telegraphed weeks in advance and results in 0 IRGC casualties. Instead we released $6B in funds and have been negotiating with them as though their a rational actor. 


It's obvious now, and only will continue to be obvious, that the lack of response to Iranian aggression will only result in further escalation by Iran. 
> According to some people close to Trump, military aid to Ukraine is likely to pass

Robert O'Brien who's quoted in the Semafor article has been a consistent advocate for aiding Ukraine. There's been a consistent theme of pro-Ukraine Republicans constantly disappointed by their colleagues' success at undermining aid to Ukraine, so I'm not sure I would put much stock in this. Until Mike Johnson himself demonstrates both the will and the ability to put Ukraine aid to a floor vote without being deposed by his own party, I'm not optimistic.
From [Punchbowl](https://punchbowl.news/article/chuck-schumer-plan-clean-bill-ukraine-israel-taiwan/) this morning, the plan is to bring up a the clean foreign aid package in the Senate with no border provisions after the one border one fails today. At the moment it seems like it can get 60 votes. McConnell, [Cory, Graham, Ernst](https://x.com/elwasson/status/1754925923948695698?s=20), [Young](https://x.com/SenToddYoung/status/1754951125835391253?s=20), [Grassley, and Tillis](https://x.com/elwasson/status/1754959864692916350?s=20) already signaled they'd be in favor of a clean bill. 

There have been private discussions on a discharge petition in the House if this does pass the Senate.
>How could they be so irresponsible with their resources? Apparently they saved nothing for a rainy day and pressed the offensive for months longer than they should have despite the lack of progress.

Par for the course with the same political decisionmaking behind bakhmut. Zelensky has been incredibly effective and important politically raising money and arms internationally. Made the wrong political to material choices. Difficult to second guess though because that political/media conflict is vital to their survival.

 Not unusual either. Lincoln is the classic fire the generals until political goals are achieved.
> I genuinely can't believe they burned through so much ammunition and manpower while accomplishing so little. How could they be so irresponsible with their resources? 

what resources did they burn through? reporting says they were given about 500 thousand shells for their offensive. less than 100 mbts from the west. 200 ifvs. 15 deminers. no drones in any quantity. the russians had 10 million shells, over 2000 tanks, 2000 ifvs, 2000 apcs and far more men just in 2022. ukraine has had one unsuccessful offensive and ppl are still talking about and cant get beyond it to now look forward. russia has failed offensives like 20 times by now and they havent lost any hope of continuing. political will isnt the same as military will
>Apparently they saved nothing for a rainy day and pressed the offensive for months longer than they should have despite the lack of progress. 

I think they saved a little, but not much. Their current arty fire rate is likely based on the South Korean and DPICM stockpiles, but it doesn't leave much. But yeah, they did blow most of it. All the focus on attrition and counterbattery using arty, outshooting the Russians for five months, that would have blown through most of it. 

When it comes to arty ammo, even with US still supporting Ukraine, it was known long before the offensive culminated that 2024 was going to be a very tough year. Monthly output for US and EU wasn't going to come close to Ukrainian needs, which is about 90k month minimum (3k/day). Everyone was looking forward to the point where monthly output would be high enough to meet monthly needs, but that isn't until 2025. Until then Ukraine needed to tap into more existing stockpiles but those had largely run out (US and most of Europe), with those left globally coming with no guarantee they'd give it to Ukraine (Greece, India, etc). 

During their offensive, they also squandered through too much manpower, while knowing they were suffering a manpower problem since last spring and a full on crisis since August, two months before they called off the offensive. I knew they'd outrun their personnel replacement system, they didn't plan for the offensive to be tough or bloody or long, and when it was all those things they were going to be hurting for manpower at a time where they can't guarantee refilling the ranks. That was even more risky than not conserving ammo. 

The problem comes down to strategy and the operational scheme of maneuvers.

The strategy was to cut the Land Bridge, they could have done that anywhere along the south. Their intelligence suspected that the Orikhiv axis was supposed to be a gap, that's why the 47th attacked [there](https://euromaidanpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/17-Aug_-What-a-day-Ukrainians-SHOOT-DOWN-HELICOPTERS-BREACH-RUSSIAN-DEFENSE-_-War-in-Ukraine-0-23-screenshot.png), between Robotyne and Verbove, alone  and didn't expect mines or resistance (and expected the Russians to flee in terror). Why did they expect that? Because they thought that was a unguarded weak point that would allow them to outflank the entire first defensive belt of the Surovikin Line. 

If the intel was right, that would be a great plan. Fully in keeping with Soviet doctrine too, as they too used nearly identical fundamentals as Western ones when it comes to maneuver warfare and combined arms.

But the intel was comically wrong. And yet the UAF kept that sector as the strategic main effort, despite it being blatantly clear it was the strongest defensive position in Ukraine. FOR FIVE MONTHS. 
 
It baffles me as to why they didn't pull a Monty. Stop attacking, call the current offensive off knowing they don't have an endless supply of manpower, equipment and supplies to reinforce a bad plan, and immediately create a new offensive plan for attacking a new place, then execute that plan as quickly as possible. 

All told, in my opinion, the Ukrainian 2023 summer offensive was the second worst planned and executed in the war. They had the better part of a year to prepare, and the efforts show for how that went.
I think it's easy to say all in this in hindsight. At the time of the offensive Biden was continuing to promise support for Ukraine for all long as it takes. Yes, Ukraine should have been more wary about the fickle nature of American political support, but IMO the blame rests on the West for failing to provide Ukraine with the material support it needs to contain Russia.


The anti Ukrainian GOP position continues to baffle me. For decades the GOP saw Russia as one of the primary threats to American interest. We now have the opportunity to completely decimate their military potential at the cost of 0 American lives and a small fraction of the $$ any peer on peer conflict would cost, yet they bow to Trump and all of a sudden decide this isn't in their interest? I really struggle to rationalize it. 
It's easy to say in hindsight but it really is hard to understand what they were thinking. I hate to say it but, as far as I can tell, it doesn't seem like there was ever a viable path for Ukraine to have to cut into the "land bridge."  This entire war is essentially about the so-called land bridge at the end of the day, and the only way Russia loses it is if their forces completely crumble. From Russia's perspective, losing the land bridge is the same as losing the war, there's no retreating to a better position like in Kharkiv or kherson.

Ukraine is going to need an unprecedented amount of new military aid if they want to have any hope of kicking Russia out. But that honestly doesn't seem like it's going to happen...
>It's hard not to look back at the wasteful nature of the Ukrainian counteroffensive and not see it as a major turning point in the war. I genuinely can't believe they burned through so much ammunition and manpower while accomplishing so little. How could they be so irresponsible with their resources? Apparently they saved nothing for a rainy day and pressed the offensive for months longer than they should have despite the lack of progress.   

I think the execution was horrible(obviously) and Duncan-M did a great job explaining that.  

That said, I think it *might* be possible to explain their aggression as a desire to keep aid flowing from the West. If you jump back to posts in this subreddit from before the offensive, you'll see a lot of people saying Ukraine NEEDED to have a successful offensive or they'd be abandoned. If that was the common thought here, among a strong pro-Ukraine American demographic, I think it might have been shared inside Ukraine. I always thought that was wrong, and obviously I think events have proved me right, but I can understand why they screwed up.  

If you're Ukraine in spring 2023, you're riding high off of successfully defending your country from your neighboring superpower(ish) even though many(most?) experts thought you'd be crushed. Your champions in the media all over the world are puffing you up, blowing smoke up your ass about how great you are. At the same time, you're being told you need a successful offensive to prove you're a worthy investment or you'll be abandoned to the wolves.   

I can see how you'd make a mistake, and then rather than recognize the mistake and withdraw(looking stupid), double down and fall for the sunk cost fallacy.
As for counteroffensive, I don't think Ukraine was that reckless with resources. I think after they had seen that their initial plan will clearly not work, and that Russians are prepared and fortified far better than was thought, they quite quickly stopped and did not go against wall . They barely exceeded 5,000 shells per day during those counter-offensive days on average, and I don't think they ever exceeded 10,000 even in the most intense day. That was still far from enough to break Russian defenses, and it is far below Russian average for the whole war. 

Yeah, Ukrainian offensive did not work. But I think had to tried, and given they tried it, they were not particularly wasteful in it.  

But outlook is not great, obviously. If 60bn US of aid that was expected for this year is just gone just like this due to Trump and GOP, it really is very bad. I mean even with it it would not be that great. 

So, fortifications, FPVs and Europe, that's all they have now.
> It seems to me that the Ukrainian position today is the most fragile and strained its been since Summer 2022. The key difference now is that there's little prospect of American aid arriving any time soon.

To me, a weak Ukraine and the absence of US aid are not 2 unrelated factors. The dire situation in Ukraine is precisely because, since about early summer, the President began rationing PDA drawdowns (in anticipation that securing a new aid package would be a tall order) and has ceased sending any for about a month now.
Biden really messed up in 2022 when the Ukrainians had the Russians on the run and he throttled the aid pipeline. Trusting House GOP is a 2nd giant mistake. So far all aid has been passed by a Democratic house.
> there doesn't appear to be much to be hopeful about for the time being. 

https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-to-ukraine-half-is-better-than-nothing-when-it-comes-to-ammunition/

>While the EU will miss its target of delivering 1 million rounds of ammunition, European officials insist the Continent now has the capacity to produce that amount. 

>According to the commissioner from France, the EU's ammunition production capacity should hit 1.4 million rounds in 2024 before rising to 2 million rounds in 2025.
>How could they be so irresponsible with their resources? Apparently they saved nothing for a rainy day and pressed the offensive for months longer than they should have despite the lack of progress.

They were pressured into it by their outside backers, for whom success on the battlefield was a condition of further support. Whatever Joe Biden said publicly, I'm sure the Ukranians knew that the US-led block wasn't in this for the long haul and that they had to get some big wins or else material support would wain as domestic support in the West petered out. Ukraine also knew a longer war of attrition would benefit the larger, richer country in Russia. They were stuck between a rock and a hard place.
I think Ukraine made a rational bet on offensive that only looks bad in retrospective.

It was their one real chance to outright win the war, and they bet everything on it. Obviously, many mistakes were made (particularly continuing with the offensive long after all hope was gone) - but I don't think the decision to try and to go all out was wrong. Not in the context of what things looked like back then.
[removed]
> but they're making progress on several fronts

Are they?  They've made progress around Avdiivka and... that's about it, actually.
What are people even talking about.. pure fiction. Russia gain something like 1km of territory per day, ukraine is 600000 square kilometers so it would take 1643 years for Russia to invade Ukraine at the current rate.

People often consider that you can be right or wrong but they often fail to realize that you can be more than 1000 times wrong in a single statement..
We don't know to what extend they are being used, but we have seen both high and low quality decoys. Andrew Perpetua does include decoys on his daily updates on lost equipment. Based on his data the decoy are hit way less than 1% compared to real equipment.

Here is an example of an IRIS-T decoy with moving parts etc:  
[https://twitter.com/wartranslated/status/1752845922009072084](https://twitter.com/wartranslated/status/1752845922009072084)

We have also seen inflatable HIMARS decoys, radars, artillery systems and even fighter jets. I guess the idea is to focus on high value targets, so you bait the more expensive Russian missiles and drones.
You mean like putting out fake weapon and ISR platforms?  Both sides use them, some including things like heaters and RF generators to fool thermal targeting and DF systems
This seems like it is relevant to how fast Russia could restore tanks that had deteriorated in storage, no?
Wouldn't that make it less efficient (manhour wise) than the soviet factory ? That is some interesting modernization if I can say so myself.
Hi Glideer, thanks for being consistently one of the few to actually report the relevant news.

Honestly I find Russia's ineptitude absolutely incredible, what happened to their industry..

We have zero attack UAV in Ukraine, zero Orions.

zero drones with stabilized guns

It's been a year since they show off videos of their heli drone yet zero presence in Ukraine

their shahed use is remarkably absurd, it is trivial to destroy anti air via a saturation attack but because cameras are seemingly too high technology for this third world country they can only target static targets and have zero reactivity nor realtime observability/awareness.

Also the fact they don't target power plants.

Their FPV production while not fully cringe is still third world country grade.

And their most effective weapon, the lancet has an abysmal production rate of an inconsistent 70-140 per month.

I have seen your posts, the izdeylie project 53, and the other lancet variant supposed to be even cheaper, and their two new industrial plants for making lancets.

Despite those news, their production rate has stagnated or regressed versus 8 months ago.

One has to wonder, is such absolute mediocrity an internal voluntary sabotage, or is russia that dysfunctional? If the later, one might conjecture it is a consequence of widespread brain atrophy given generalized iodine deficiency in Russia

[https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11517873/](https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11517873/)
https://www.newsweek.com/china-russia-ukraine-war-dong-jun-conflict-shoigu-1866797 - damage control was done. 

"The readout of the meeting by China's ministry of defense didn't mention the comments about China's support for Russia's Ukraine war."

"Chinese foreign ministry spokesperson Wang Wenbin downplayed the comments by Dong when asked about it by a journalist on February 1.

"China's position on the Ukraine crisis is consistent and clear. We hope all parties will strive to cool down the tensions and create favorable conditions for the political settlement of the crisis. This position has not changed," Wang said during the daily press briefing.
China is supporting Russia only as far it benefits China. Those benefits are mostly:

-The war is literally forcing Russian into a junior partner relationship, at best, or puppet state at worst.

-China is seen to oppose the "West" without much cost to itself, material or otherwise.

-Cheap Russian imports.

-Possible political or cultural concessions.
>What makes this remarkable? 

What makes this comment remarkable is how you've been in here since the earliest months of the war trumpeting the "no-limits relationship".

And yet every few months you claim this "no-limits" relationship is somehow getting stronger, impeaching the original "no-limits" claim every time.
To be fair. The two largest Western rivals - The USSR and China, did once turn against each other before. Not that it makes it likely now.
Compare how China is treating the Power of Siberia pipelines with how Germany treated the Nord Stream pipelines. Now tell me who supports who.
Maybe we should wait for China to offer any actually significant military support to Russia before claiming that their no limits friendship has advanced in any way.

Rhetorical support at this point in time just isn't interesting or important.
They've been "supporting Russia" for how long now, and with what? Because the most I've seen physical aid wise from China, and it hasn't been a lot, is some ammunition and body armor. Of course I am not the all seeing eye, but I highly doubt the powers that be wouldn't have noticed by now if Russia was getting too many rail shipments from China. I don't think China will risk throwing it's weight behind Russia the same way the USA and NATO is putting its weight behind Ukraine. I think the USA would know if China was already sending tanks/higher tier munitions.

I guess it is true economic aid could be just as powerful as physical aid. The form that would take I would imagine is highly interlinked and expanded energy and food infrastructure
Yeah, kinda crazy to see one of the world’s best air defense systems reduced to a few trucks sitting in an empty field while some guys stand around and giggle and say “Woo”
Eh, I thought both Ukraine and Russian toggled their AA systems on and off while moving them around to avoid them being detected and destroyed. 

These soldiers were caught with their systems down, terrified that they would be the ones hit. They are running away from a possible target while giggling with relief that they are still alive.
Supposedly the target wasn't aircraft, it was a command post. [Satellite footage shows buildings at the base flattened from the attack](https://twitter.com/NOELreports/status/1753762995878990324?t=SSaykgKgWCkBssAdtjy8oA&s=19). There are rumors of Russian losses, including a squadron commander, but I'm not sure anything has been confirmed.
[there was a bda and it was shared here](https://old.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/1ahvkte/credibledefense_daily_megathread_february_03_2024/korhs7r/)
If their goal is to make 2 000 000 drones this year, then this sounds like a sensible approach.

There are interesting videos like [these](https://twitter.com/front_ukrainian/status/1752785644898705467) of coordinated usage of FPV drones (I think 9 in this video) against assaults. That's already a lot of resources in play.

IMO from what can be gleamed it definitely looks like drones are a bigger thing on the battlefield than what is being portrayed in the media.
Here is a translation of the decree:  
"DECREE OF THE PRESIDENT OF UKRAINE No. 51/2024  
On increasing the capabilities of the defense forces  
In order to increase the capabilities of the Armed Forces of Ukraine regarding the use of unmanned and robotic air, sea and land systems, ensuring readiness for the use of such systems as intended, I decree:  


1. The Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, with the involvement of the General Staff of the Armed Forces of Ukraine, to work out the issue of creating unmanned systems forces as a separate type of force in the structure of the Armed Forces of Ukraine and, based on the results of the study, make relevant proposals for consideration by the National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine.  


2. This Decree enters into force on the day of its publication.  
President of Ukraine V.ZELENSKY  
February 6, 2024"
Makes sense actually. The guys operating drones miles from the FLOT have little need for rifle qual or trenchbuilding knowledge. They have different logistical chains, often ad hoc given how prevalent crowdfunded drones are. Their technical knowledge doesn't translate to much else. Physical needs would boil down to stamina and concentration more than physical exertion. Might be good for recruitment if they're explicitly set aside from the rest of the AFU so they don't get "everyone is a rifleman'ed" into manning a trench. Lots of scrawny nerd gamers out there who would be highly effective with an FPV drone controller but don't want to be on the front.


The worry will be trying to coordinate drones with platoon or company level engagements if drone operators are now part of a different branch of service altogether. AFU already struggles to coordinate even artillery fires support efficiently, and this was/is a fires based army.
IIRC Tucker streams from X now.

In any case he is not on Fox anymore, or any TV network that I am aware of. He was on Fox News until April of last year, apparently because of a lawsuit from Abby Grossberg and because of his coverage of January 6th.
[deleted]
The majority of Americans are neither anti-ukraine or pro-ukraine. Most Americans have a very vague understanding of what it is going on in the war and look to there own social groups as an understanding of who is right and wrong in the war. I would normally agree with you on more ingrained issues like abortion or guns, but opinions on foreign policy are not at all as cemented. What matters is who is making the most noise. If this interview opens up more conversation on the far right that less engaged Americans might witness, they could very well be influenced by it.
I'm actually somewhat interested in what Putin says, of course if it's the usual yay we're winning, immense success blah blah propaganda and Carlson just sucks that up without challenging it then it's a dead loss but you never know, there might be some interesting statements in there.

I suspect it might be tailored for the US domestic audience to downplay the war in Ukraine and not to worry about it too much, you can look away type stuff that will suit Trump.
>The target crowd that will watch this interview and actually take the things said in the interview for full.

You think the only people who will watch this interview(or what will be reported about it) will be those two groups of people? I find that highly unlikely, just by nature of it being Putin it's going to attract a lot of attention.

I wouldn't underestimate the potential value this interview will produce for Kremlin. Putin has been doing this sort of thing for a long time, cultivating relationships with prominent western personas and then doing interviews with them. I suspect Tucker won't be the last such prominent figure to get an interview with him.
The way he has just slotted back into the MAGA scene after his texts about Trump were revealed is just baffling. Source: [NBC](https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/tucker-carlson-backtracks-private-texts-saying-hates-trump-love-trump-rcna76056)

>“I hate him passionately. ... I can’t handle much more of this,”  
>  
>“We’re all pretending we’ve got a lot to show for it, because admitting what a disaster it’s been is too tough to digest,”  
>  
>“But come on. There isn’t really an upside to Trump.”

Tucker is honestly one of the most dangerous people in media due to the complete discontinuity between his personal feelings and what he is willing to do. It's all a sport to him. These people will step on the entire nation if it means getting further ahead.

Edit: Mods feel free to delete if too off topic
Doubtful, you could send someone much more quietly than this, why do an interview and how would that facilitate secret negotiations?

I suspect it will be an attempt to downplay the significance of the war in Ukraine and put the blame on NATO, intended for the US domestic audience.
It seems like Tucker's star has waned a bit since he left Fox. I would guess for him he may be seeing fewer viewer numbers and certainly I see less headlines than when he was on Fox. So this is a profile raising move. 

Its also pretty dangerous for his career, not in that Putin will kill him, but in that if political winds shift even slightly itll be a huge blemish on his conservative record. If he slobs Putin's knob, he loses his credibility as a Russia hawk in the future *if* the party goes that way. So this all suggests to me hes taking a big gamble on this upping his MAGA viewership.
In Tucker he has a journalist credulous enough to believe them and not challenge what he says to his face, so Tucker gets to report Putin's usual lines as what the lamestream media won't tell the sheeple and the Kremlin can do why-oh-why propaganda about how American journalism has lost its way if they can't all be this nice. Everyone wins.
His tweet just announcing the interview got 30 million views in the first hour.
Adding onto this Russian propaganda where they attempt to get people in the west to actually like their country or even directly support their goals is a complete failure the most successful propaganda they have are sowing doubts about the financial feasibility of supporting Ukraine and just attempting to outright sow instability in the west and I’m willing to bet this interview will be of the former type 
Not too mention that his prime audience was largely aging Boomers who are far less likely to follow him to some social media app
It does feel like a desperation play for him to stay relevant.
Sanctioning journalists for holding interviews seems like a pretty gross violation of free speech. I generally think the whole "how dare you" line of attack is weak. It reinforces the notion that our media does not want to interview Putin, that they're trying to hide him from us which is -I assume- not true. What is actually happening is that Putin is unwilling to go and face these outlets but is willing to face Tucker Carlson. That is quite curious indeed and is exactly what should be focused on.

Don't hit Carlson for having the gall to interview one of America's enemies. Hit him for being the only guy America's enemy is willing to talk to because that doesn't say anything good about him and makes the mainstream media outlets that Putin is unwilling to talk to look better by comparison. Instead of "Tucker Carlson is the only one willing to talk to Putin!!1!" it should be "Putin is afraid of CNN, he's not afraid of Tucker Carlson".
My contempt for Tucker Carlson is equal to or greater than anyone else’s here…but something feels distinctly un-American about a journalist - even a hack poseur like Carlson - being sanctioned for an interview
Legally, Putin isn’t an enemy any more than say, the Swedish Prime Minister. Who would stop him, and what legal mechanism would they use?
He doesn’t have a TV job anymore.
He is an american and they are serious about their free speech.
Also in many other western countries it is hard to barr him from doing this.
Maybe when war is declared the rights could be taken away.
[removed]
I don’t think interviewing someone counts as being a foreign agent. News agencies have interviewed members of the taliban, directly enemy combatants is the USA and have not been arrested or for faced punishment, so I highly doubt interviewing the leader of a country we aren’t at war with would count for anything.
I believe what stands in the way of more integration for European militaries is historical distrust among the countries. It wasn’t that long ago that European countries going to war with each other was fairly common.
>But since these standalone conventional forces could never really hope to stand alone, why isn't there near total integration of the various militaries?    

Because their populations(and their elites) don't want to cede such a significant piece of their individual national identities. They have thousands of years of history as individual countries, often fighting *each other*, the idea of restructuring their defense to rely so heavily on Pan-Europe doesn't appeal to them.   

It would also be a very significant move towards greater integration into a supranational union and that carries a ton of baggage as well, once Germany is dependent on Greece for naval power(or whatever military responsibilities Greece/Spain/Italy are given), they have to accept greater financial integration into a monetary union as well. The European country closest to being a true air power is the UK, and they've just withdrawn from the EU, so how would that work militarily? You could say it's based on NATO and not EU membership, but if you're dependent on one country as a pillar of your military, how can you possibly ignore their economic situation?
Claiming that Russia could "handedly outproduce" Germany "by leagues" is not very credible afaik. Furthermore, Europe only faces a military threat from Russia, not China, and it is committed to collective defending through a defensive alliance called 'NATO'...
NATO is the vehicle through which Europe will provide collective defense against military aggression, not the EU
Europe does not - which I personally think is a miscalculation and extremely cynical since we're letting Ukraine suffer- view the conflict between us and Russia as an existential one, and the measures taken reflect this. The notable exceptions are typically countries neighboring Russia around the Baltic Sea.

Estimates of Russian capability to rearm, reconstitute, and secure political capital for even a minor incursion against NATO were quite optimistic between the end of 2022 and the end of Ukraine's counteroffensive, and today's situation is based on those optimistic estimates.

Hopefully European policymakers will take to heart the learned realities of Russian material output, tolerance for human and material losses, dedication to breaking Western unity, and start treating the conflict as existential as Russia is, sooner rather than later.
Expecting future wars to be protractor static conflicts, where artillery ammo production is one of the defining features, is a mistake. These European counties, even the small ones, often have access to 5th gen fighters and a huge assortment of PGMs. 

We saw how much chaos HIMARS caused to Russian ammo dumps in the early days, forcing them to pull depots back or disperse. European air power would have a similar effect, except against targets hundreds of miles away. Not to mention tactical targets like artillery guns, and strategic strikes against those factories.
They will try again - absence of a key member (Scalise) may be fixed (maybe)tomorrow and they’ll likely try again. But the fact that they tried to impeach a cabinet secretary so impatiently speaks to the quality of leadership. This needs to be kept in mind when the Speaker says he will never allow Ukraine aid to come to the floor. He may be honest about his intentions, but he doesn’t seem to have much control.
It depends. Given this is an election year, the prospect of another House Speaker showdown seems unlikely. Thats treading towards 'total implosion' territory, you know? Perhaps next January we see movement, on the assumption of a Biden reelection. The exact configuration of Congress will be interesting though, we could easily see a D House and an R Senate sort of inverting this whole dynamic. But in that configuration I think the Senate is far more likely to nut up and do its job vs. the House, so that could be a good configuration for aid. Likewise a Biden presidency but an R Congress could work (on just this issue). In both cases tho you might also see Ukraine and larger budgetary issues tied together again. The whole thing has gotten very...messy.
TBH I think the most likely (in a sea of probabilities) scenario is the opposite. A handful of Dems could provide a backstop for Mike Johnson’s Speakership if he allows the supplemental to hit the floor.
The ease with which people can "show a spine" may be linked with their previous rhetoric. If you are already on record saying that anybody who agrees with you is an uneducated extremist or a Russian agent, this may be easy. If you have repeatedly claimed that you regard your consituents as your employers, perhaps the best you can do is to try to persuade them to change their opinions, which is not a fast process.

I do not feel that there is an obvious right place to be in the range between leading and following your voters; I do think that politicians should not be expected to dramatically change where they are on this range. I also think that wherever a politician is on that range, they can be expected to be unusally good at both cooperating with others and with making a case for the policies they favour, as these should be their core skills.
The problem is: that's the entire point of it. A normal liberal democracy is founded on the principle that although parties differ and are voted on by individuals, a liberal democracy should represent the whole of society, both majority and minority groups. Being able to compromise is at the core of this tenet. 

Problems arise if parties and groups no longer believe in the liberal democracy. If they think that others have no valid viewpoints although they exists and participate in the same democracy, then that is the end of compromise. If this issue keeps getting pressed liberal democracy risks a final collapse, where following results might vary between concentration of power with dominance of one group over the others or the fracture of power with for example balkanization. 

And the USA came awfully close on the dominance phase with January the sixth.

There is no escape from this process unless there is sufficient pressure or movement back to the liberal democracy, which gets harder the longer it has been allowed to deteriorate. To reverse it might come at great perceived risks to people with power and influence or their party or group. The liberal democracy is therefor a foundational belief at the core of society. If people really believed in it, then they would have no trouble compromising because valuing the liberal democracy is worth it.
Feel really bad for Lankford (chief GOP negotiator on the border bill). His state party just sanctioned him and he's been strung out by half his caucus. 

>Asked jokingly by a reporter how he felt being run over by a metaphorical bus by GOP colleagues opposing his work, Lankford scoffed, "And backed up \[over\]."
There is no calculus on strategic risk, there is just partisan hackery behind it.  Can't let the current admin have a strategic win and of course Ukraine refused to play ball in interfering in the 2020 elections.  Incredibly sad that these partisan political calculations are dictating not only a national security priority for the US, but a core one for our allies and worse still the lives of countless ukrainians.

edit: gamma are hard.
It has nothing to do with the conclusion of a beaten Russia. This is about politics first and foremost. The GOP is essentially an obstructionist party that attempts to torpedo any legislation that might make a democratic president look good. They did the same thing under Obama, and they are doing it again with Biden.
It doesn’t really have anything to do with that. It’s more that aid became a radioactive political football in one of the most divided governments ever. This is not a strategic issue. You can tell by the way the US defense apparatus is still calling for more aid, not saying we should stop.
Hey, don't paint us with so broad a brush. Plenty of us Americans are better informed than that. Many of us wish our obstructionist right-wing would pull their heads out of their asses and support all the aid Ukraine needs to march all the way to the Kremlin.
Come on... the far progressive wing tried their letter on ukraine and the Dem party laid down the law immediately within their own ranks.  letter withdrawn in less than 24hrs.
That would probably interfere with civilian navigation and communication in the area as well. If this was happening, it would probably be at the least detected by ships in passing nearby.

As for Egypt, why do anything when Europe and the US will probably be forced to fix it for you if it gets bad enough?
>On a related point I don't know why Egypt isn't applying more pressure to stop this. They will be getting directly affected by the reduced shipping traffic through the canal.

Most Egyptians are sympathetic to the plight of the Palestinians, and Sisi is far from a popular leader. Huge risk of bad optics of supporting Israel if they get involved against the Houthis. Also, when Western Allies are doing the job for you, why bother?
I think it would be against his natural instincts. But if the Houthi's manage to score a major hit on a US ship, he would have to do something different than just bombing nondescript targets in Yemen - it would be politically very difficult not too when he's facing an opponent that, for all his many, many flaws, could credibly tell people that he would have punched back hard.
It’s not precedent that’s preventing Russia from attacking NATO intelligence platforms, it’s the guns and the bombs and that alone.  If Russia thought it could take out our intelligence platforms without suffering dearly as a consequence, it would.  They’re not dumb enough to try.
>Bombing that spy ship by claiming it is involved in hostilities would create a dangerous precedent regarding the war in Ukraine

Not if that ship was hit by some mysterious group of anti-Iran rebels totally not connected to the west.
What can of worms? Russia is not going to start hitting NATO assets, that’s the easiest way for them to reverse what’s a stalemate at best in Ukraine and cause western support to ramp up again. And NATO is nuclear armed.
On the other hand, world powers aren't exactly above being hypocrites. I'm not sure that factor would even be taken into consideration.
If one were trying not to broadcast to the world that the rest of the troops there are sitting ducks, they'd probably say something like that.
> entirely different scenario 

With entirely different assessment of how viable these forward outposts are. 

In one scenario, it could be just updating procedure and training update to mitigate the risk.  In another, either significantly higher investment needs to be made to mitigate the risk, or no good solution exist in short/medium term and some casualty needs to be anticipated.

Rather different depiction of whether these deployments are reasonable or reckless.
> So the whole IFF story and associated details was mistaken?

I don't like this; it almost resembles Russian attempts to conceal their failures. 'We didn't intercept this Iranian Shahed because we mistook it for our own Shahed returning to base.'

I'm awaiting further details to emerge to confirm that this was the same type of Shahed (a 60-110 lbs warhead low-flying lawnmower), which the Russians have been deploying against Ukraine. These things are not easily detectable or interceptable; similar to cruise missiles, they able to sneak up on you.
Various reasons



Political pressure. 


Get Congress to fund certain weapons systems. The public can pressure Congress if they know more details.


Political pressure on the chain of command including the president to send more weapons to our Middle East bases / outposts. 


The bad guys probably shared the information on how it was done already. Making it public reveals we know their tactics. 


Overclassification is a big problem and the public right to know clashes with it. I side with more information.
Israel has never kept any ceasefire with Hamas, and has always periodically attacked Palestinians in Gaza, even discounting that the blockade is itself an act of war. For that reason, there is always going to be some violence from Gaza towards the occupation, which will provoke full-scale bombing campaigns from Israel every few years ('mowing the lawn', as the Israelis call it). The Israeli alternative to this scenario of genocide and ethnic cleansing is not something the world should tolerate.
Yeah sure. Perhaps that's the explanation behind the decision to recommit to 138 Lightnings.
Almost certainly some from Column A and some from Column B, but the original plan at least was [apparently for 150 aircraft](https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmdfence/326/32605.htm):

> 17. In 2002, the MoD announced that the Royal Navy and RAF would operate the F-35B variant, with the Government tentatively agreeing to order nearly 150 aircraft. This number has since been revised to 138 F-35Bs.  

I don't see that our requirement for stealth aircraft decreased since that point...indeed the opposite given we fought a major war the following year...so one can't help but suspect budgetary pressure as the main factor.
Ukraine has an incentive to prove to sophisticated organisations such as the EU and the US that it is not so corrupt as to make the aid that it is receiving meaningless, and in the long term so that it can pass corruption tests linked to EU membership. At least in theory that should distinguish it from Russia, let alone China.
>It's part of the culture, and it certainly isn't going to go away during a war and instead I believe is likely to get worse.

According to the corruption perception index Ukraine has improved its ranking. It's still ranked low but its far higher than where Russia is ranked. No ranking system will be perfect but it at least shows some objective improvement in Ukraine especially compared to Russia where things have gotten worse.
The human piloting element of FPV strikes allows not only for accuracy, but a level of precision that lets the operator dictate the angle and direction of an attack.

Usually that means an attack from the rear, aiming for weak spots in the armour protecting locations where ammunition is known to be stored, and even at an angle designed to minimise the thickness of armour needed to penetrate.

This level of expertise does not arrive immediately; it's the result of a significant amount of on-the-job training, and it's the reason why eliminating enemy drone pilots is a priority for both sides on the Ukrainian battlefield.
That was extremely informative, thanks for taking the time to explain that!
>The other significant issue is the defender's use of mines. Mine clearance vehicles or other equipment is something that could be donated to help Ukraine. However, minefields in use in Ukraine are an order of magnitude denser than US tactics considered. This leads to a situation where the Western powers are discovering they don't have enough anti-mine equipment as is, so they are less willing to donate what they do have.

US Army mine-breaching tactics requires at least 1x combat engineering platoon to conduct the breach. MICLIC are fired to clear lanes, mine plows and mine rollers proof lanes only. Mine plows and rollers don't clear lanes themselves because they'll get blown up after 1-3 detonations, which results in a disabled/destroyed plow or roller. Besides the dedicated engineer platoon (at least one per breach lane), accompanying tanks are also given mine plows or rollers to assist. 

Ukraine and Russia both use old Soviet minefield breaching doctrine, not US. Engineers DON'T conduct the breach, they only perform limited engineering functions specific to the most troublesome aspects of the mission (like filling in ditches, laying bridges, etc). Their duty during the typical planning cycle for a breach is to help install mine plows or rollers (typically KMT 5 or 6) on the lead tank in a tank platoon, and that's that. One tank platoon per lane gets a mine plow or roller. 

Then said tank gets blown up by a mine, is disabled or destroyed, the rest of the breach/assault element is stuck in column formation in a minefield under observation by the enemy, and the fun starts. 

Both Ukraine and Russia have militaries still largely using Soviet doctrine, and are often still doing it wrong because they are filled with barely trained troops led by barely trained officers. 

&#x200B;

>This leads to a situation where the Western powers are discovering they don't have enough anti-mine equipment as is, so they are less willing to donate what they do have

A mine plow or roller isn't an F35, they require a junk yard and welding kit to make. 

The most successful mineclearing device in Desert Storm was the US Marines' "Roller Dude," made by Seabees in Saudi Arabia using 4 foot steel pipes (meant for oil pipelines), cut the width of a M60 tank, filled with concrete, with a removable axle, it would run over and explode AT mines without any issues, better than the US Army's purpose designed mine rollers or plows. 

Even a MICLIC is 1950s tech, its a firehose filled with plastic explosives launched by a naval rocket meant to link ships for at sea refueling. 

Is anyone going to seriously tell me only the West can provide those to Ukraine?
According to an [Geopolitics Decanted episode](https://geopolitics-decanted.simplecast.com/episodes/the-drone-wars-how-consumer-tech-is-shaping-the-ukraine-war), Ukrainians are able to use FPV drones to deliver a small munition to vulnerable points, for instance, the gap between tank chassis and the turret.  A small charge cannot outright destroy the tank, but it can damage the movable joint so that turret's movement is suppressed, then the tank has to be taken out of combat.  Supposedly, it costs only a few hundreds of dollars equivalent to produce this FPV munition.
However we are only looking at one side of this equation, the Russian's own problem in procurement are beginning to show upFor MBT, they had 4 "Tiers" (roughly).

1. T-90M, T-80BVM/U, T-72B3
2. T-80BV to refurbish/Upgrade from storage
3. T-72B to refurbish/Upgrade from storage
4. Everything else to refurbish/Upgrade (T-62, t-55)

They have already used up most of the 1st and 2nd tier, the 3rd tier is now being used in full swing, and the 4th is being used sporadically.

What happens when the 3rd tier gets tapped out?Can the T-62 e T-55 pick up what better tanks with better crew couldn't?
The irony is there **is** a decent reason to be pessimistic about Ukraine's longterm prospects, it just has nothing to do with the current battlefield movements.  So Ukraine doing better than expected or worse than expected (and for the record, as of today I think they're doing better than expected) doesn't change that long term pessimism.
Exactly. I've noted this too, taking a step away and not following the war weekly yet alone daily, especially on discussion spaces is going to do wonders for perception.  


Reading here or other subs, especially since bakhmut in ukrainerussiareport, you'd get the impression that ukraine is on the verge of losing their last soldier, last aid package and so on, every single day. And sure territorial change isn't everything but you'd barely notice a map change since then without zooming in. A far cry from Russia's annexed regions, let alone their war aims.
At a minimum it costs 200K to launch a shaed, that means that for every one that gets hit by say a stinger or a Gepard or a HMG, they loose 200K to achive nothing while costing the Ukrainians next to nothing.
> Europe isn't trying to achieve anything here.

They intervened in the suspected plot but didn't uncover sufficient evidence to prosecute after arresting & investigating the suspects.  how is that not trying to achieve anything?
It isn't a EU only problem, but definitely is more pronounced in the EU. Decades of prioritizing social welfare and isolationist positions have resulted in a population that wants to maintain the status quo more than anything.


They've relied on American military support as the backstop for their failure to ramp adequate defense spending and withdrawal from the world stage. We're now at a point where America is rethinking that stance - for better or worse - in favor of a "pivot to China". 
I think it's refreshing that Biden appears to be trying something different than the reactive and aggressive path we've taken the past couple decades. He seems to be trying to find the middle ground in protecting US interests while avoiding escalation.

You have to remember that there are actual people on the other side. They think and feel just like you and me. With that in mind, how did you feel about the US soldiers being killed in Jordan? Did you feel deterred? Or did it possibly have the opposite effect?
Reminds me of the people who want to push for a cease fire in Gaza to appease the Houthis in Yemen, as if that won’t just encourage them and Iran to do the same but worse six months later. Deterrence is what works. You have to ensure there is a cost for attacking you, always.
[removed]
Lincoln was also correct in cycling through generals.  General McClellan had the opportunity to catch the Army of Northern Virginia with their backs to the Potomac River after their defeat at Antietam, and his failure to pursue Lee potentially extended the war by years.  Most of the Union's early generals proved to be failures, Lincoln promoted Grant because he had proven results like the siege of Fort Donelson and Vicksburg and he'd performed well during the Battle of Shiloh.
>Lincoln is the classic fire the generals until political goals are achieved.

Maybe, but Lincoln was left with a particularly bad crop of Generals since so much of the high command and general staff defected to the Confederates before the war began. 

I'd like to hope that quality Ukrainian officers are being recognized for their skills and promoted, but the rumors that Zelensky wants to replace Zaluzhny with Syrskyi is highly concerning. I think Zaluzhny has done alright as Ukraine's top general and Zelensky has a right to oust him if he desires, but its hard to imagine a worse replacement than Syrskyi. I haven't heard a single good thing about the man, but a whole lot of bad things.
> less than 100 mbts from the west. 

If I count right there where at least 200 t72 variants coming from NATO countries on top of that (for that offensive alone not the ones give before), many with upgraded optics and targeting systems.
>ukraine has had one unsuccessful offensive and ppl are still talking about and cant get beyond it to now look forward.

I've been on this sub since the war began, I've been extremely pro-Ukraine from the beginning. Even after this offensive failed I was still quite optimistic. The problem isn't just that it failed, it's that the Ukrainians are in an extremely poor state right now because they overextended themselves on the failed offensive. Ammunition shortages across the entire front are critical and Ukrainian manpower is in very bad shape. Worse than that, their manpower losses have been heavily weighted towards infantry losses such that they are desperately low on infantry. You can read countless posts right now from Ukrainian sources saying they have just a handful of men holding key defensive positions and being totally overrun because they're so low on infantry. 

On top of all of that, the prospects for Ukrainian manpower and ammunition replenishment are extremely poor, meaning things are only going to get worse before they get better.

I'm also really tired of hearing people compare Russian losses to Ukrainian ones as a means of downplaying the seriousness of the Ukrainian position. Yes, the Russians have launched multiple failed offensives and taken horrific losses in men and materiel in the process. The difference is that they actually have the kind of men and materiel available to sustain those losses while the Ukrainians do not.
Ukraine's one unscucessful offensive, was discussed months prior and will be discussed months afterwards, it was the major even of last year in the war. It was hyped up beyond sane standards too. And major expectations were set.

When has this ever happened for any of the recent russian offensives?

And Ukraine's succesful offensive are talked about still, were constantly brought up over the last year too and they are even further back and were on a much smaller scale. Russia's unnaounced, short offensives like vuldear are also still talked about.

people absoultely will look forward the very second, on the ground ukraine is doing something that goes forward, the same way all the one's in ukrainerussiareport move on from the 2 succesful ukrainian offensive the moment, soldear fell and bakhmut heated up. Dosen't even need to be proportional.

no one is really stuck in the moment, the lack of abillity to look forward to, is a direct consequence of ukraine having the inititavive lost.
Yes, exactly. From beginning to end the counteroffensive was just a total farce. They telegraphed where their main thrust would be like a year before the offensive (then repeatedly telegraphed it in the months before the offensive), they publicly announced the offensive was about to begin hours before it kicked off, they kitted out raw recruits with rushed training with their best gear, they threw these raw recruits against the most heavily fortified part of the Russian lines, they failed to properly soften up Russian positions before advancing, they launched their piecemeal attacks in broad daylight (despite the units being involved having advanced night vision capabilities), they failed to properly coordinate their offensive in the South, they launched multiple non-supporting attacks on different axes that drained resources away from the primary effort, they squandered resources around Bakhmut for purely political reasons, and then they kept banging their head against the Russian wall for months despite the clear lack of progress. That they also kept the offensive up for way too long, squandering much of their assault infantry (and infantry in general) in the process is just icing on the cake. 

At the time I remember you posting about how badly the offensive was going and how stupid it was for Ukraine to continue it, and I didn't want to believe it. I figured that we didn't have the full picture and that the Ukrainian general staff knew something we didn't. Boy was I wrong. You've been very negative about Zelensky as a leader almost from the beginning, and about the Ukrainian general staff for a very long time and I gotta say, as the war has continued on, its increasingly clear you were right all along.
>It baffles me as to why they didn't pull a Monty. Stop attacking, call the current offensive off knowing they don't have an endless supply of manpower, equipment and supplies to reinforce a bad plan, and immediately create a new offensive plan for attacking a new place, then execute that plan as quickly as possible.

It's politics. Historically, stopping bogged-down offensives has been very, very difficult (see France in WW1), mostly due to the political cost - no political leader wants to go public and say "our decisive offensive number 35 has failed". Then there is the career cost for the general involved - in most cases, his career is over. These two risks make any decision to end a hopeless offensive extremely difficult.
The Russians suffered a considerably high amount of casualties especially in the Mechanized forces, compare that to Advika where we see what truly horrendous losses rates look like.  


Maybe the main problem was underestimating the willingness of the Russians to hold those positions?
>but IMO the blame rests on the West for failing to provide Ukraine with the material support it needs to contain Russia.


I still remember the countless times they used the "escalation" excuse on why they didn't transfer equipment. 

"Pls give us the Polish migs!"

"Sorry. That's an escalation"

_Several months later_

"Here are the Migs you guys are requesting for"

Now repeat that with ATACMs, MBT, AFV, IFV, F16, Air defense systems, cluster munitions, and long range weapons like Storm Shadow. Plenty of people on this sub bit those  BS excuses, then did a 180 when the requested equipment was transferred.
"Anti-Ukrainian" isn't accurate. The GOP has played the side of obstruction in political football for everything even if it goes against their supposed interests. This is a tactic they've used since 2015 and it's been largely successful; their greatest accomplishment being the Supreme Court.

They have no interest in supplying Ukraine at the moment because they're not in power, just like they have no real motivation to provide greater aid to Israel or get a border bill done (and by extension, greater aid to Mexico's security forces, who've seen success against pushing back cartels the last two years). This can all get done if/when Trump is back in power. The GOP couldn't care less for Putin's empire-building efforts.
>It's easy to say in hindsight but it really is hard to understand what they were thinking. I hate to say it but, as far as I can tell, it doesn't seem like there was ever a viable path for Ukraine to have to cut into the "land bridge." 

Again, my problem wasn't that Ukraine launched the counteroffensive. It wasn't even that the counteroffensive failed. The problem is that despite the fact that it was clear that the offensive wasn't going to achieve its objectives, Ukraine kept throwing men and materiel they couldn't afford to lose at the problem. They fought a battle of attrition for 5 months, leaving their forces exhausted, their ammunition heavily depleted, and their manpower dangerously low, despite the chances of success being effectively zero for at least 3 months. They're now suffering setback after setback because they're dangerously low on men and ammunition, with no prospects of replenishing either anytime soon. 

That's what I mean by irresponsible.
As I've said elsewhere I don't think launching the offensive was wrong by any means. But as you noted the execution was abysmal and it was clear very early on that it wasn't going to succeed. 

The real problem isn't that they launched the offensive, it's that they *continued* it long after it was clear they weren't going to be successful and that they kept it going for so long that it left them in an incredibly weak position that Russia is already exploiting to the hilt. 

I do truly see the war being as bleak now as it was in June 2022. And if American aid really is off the table for the remainder of 2024 and possibly beyond that... things look even worse.
>I think after they had seen that their initial plan will clearly not work, and that Russians are prepared and fortified far better than was thought, they quite quickly stopped and did not go against wall .

It was clear within the first weeks that the offensive wasn't going to achieve a major breakthrough. I agree that they didn't try the Russian approach of just throwing waves of infantry and armored vehicles at the enemy lines without changing tactics, but the problem is that they continued attacking incessantly for months until they had no more manpower left and practically no artillery rounds. 

And that's my point, they only stopped the offensive because they literally ran out of everything they had to throw at the Russians. The Russians realized this and capitalized on it with their massive offensive against Avdiivka. 

My entire point was that Ukraine, despite being entirely reliant on foreign ammunition and desperately low on manpower, continued an offensive that had no hope of succeeding to the point that it was so low on men and ammunition that they're now struggling to defend against the Russian offensive that everyone knew was coming. It was incredibly irresponsible, and now they're suffering major losses because they didn't bother to plan for a rainy day.
>But I think had to tried, and given they tried it, they were not particularly wasteful in it.  

I'm not understanding this. Do you mean that because they put effort into trying, that means it's can't be wasteful?
I don't disagree, there's a direct correlation between US aid to Ukraine and Ukraine's overall combat effectiveness. 

But there were concerns about Ukraine aid getting passed in Congress well before the culmination of the Ukrainian offensive and if the Ukrainian leadership continued the offensive that had minimal chances of success to the point of exhausting their force and manpower on the bet that aid would eventually be delivered, then that was a bad bet.
It still gets me that lend-lease allowed the administration to send a lot more equipment, yet as far as I can tell, Biden decided not to use it at all.
I’d also add messaging that Ukrainians were ungrateful and lack of explaining how this is a crucial for US security interests, good for US economy or quoting old equipment in purchase prices to inflate numbers. As result imo number of US population supporting aid to Ukraine got much lower than it could have been. Also prohibiting Ukraine to strike Russia ensured lower efficiency of using the weapons and higher support of the war in Russia. And the bridge. God how many tens of thousands less Ukrainians would die if he would at least sell us the tools to take out the damn bridge.
That would be better news if it was *already* at 1.4 million per year, if most of those rounds were going to Ukraine (instead of to restock bare European arsenals), and if Ukraine had a steady supply of ammunition right now. 

My hope is that the Czech effort to purchase 400k artillery rounds for Ukraine is approved and delivered quickly. They need that ammo yesterday.
I could see the argument that Ukraine was pressured to launch an offensive before they felt ready. But I don't seen any evidence of Ukraine being forced to continue the offensive through the summer and into the fall when it was clear there was no breakthrough to be had.
This thinking might well have been behind their offensive, but it didn't make any sense in the spring of 2023 and it makes even less sense now.  

How would a big win have convinced the Republican party to continue funding Ukraine? Instead of "this is a quagmire" statements, we'd get "Ukraine doesn't need us" or "Russia might go nuclear" statements but we'd be in the same position regardless of how successful Ukraine's military was.
See, but this argument no longer makes sense.  For now, Europe is holding aid steady, and the reasons US aid is stuck have **nothing** to do with the offensive, or anything Ukraine did or didn't do.
>They were pressured into it by their outside backers, from whom success on the battlefield was a condition of further support. Whatever Joe Biden said publicly, I'm sure the Ukranians knew that the US-led block wasn't in this for the long haul and that they had to get some big wins or else

If that were the case, the offensive would never have stopped.
How could a successful offensive have won the war?
I agree. Not launching a counteroffensive would mean a slower defeat with almost no chance of regaining territory. It just so happens launching a counteroffensive was also a bad option, albeit one that if successful could see it win the war.
>Obviously, many mistakes were made (particularly continuing with the offensive long after all hope was gone) - but I don't think the decision to try and to go all out was wrong.

I never said attempting the offensive was a bad idea. I said it was irresponsible for Ukraine to dump so many precious resources into the offensive long after it was clear they weren't going to achieve any of their objectives.

At the time I was supportive of their decision to continue grinding down the Russians, but that's because I didn't realize just how dire the Ukrainian manpower and ammunition shortages were. They blew through all the ammunition the US borrowed from South Korea as well as most of the emergency provision of DPICMs rounds before they finally called off the offensive. And even then, they only called it off because the Russians had launched their massive attack on Avdiivka knowing that the overall Ukrainian position was extremely tenuous.
I think another thing that hurt them was when the dam got blown up.

They were holding some of the islands needed to make a crossing and were almost certainly going to do what they did just before/as the muddy season started.

But then the dam blew and they had to take time to re-assess. 

As a result this offensive that was supposed to be timed up with the other fronts to stretch Russia thin instead happened when all the other fronts had more or less settled.
>things could start moving much quicker.

It looks like Avdiivka might very well be in the "stable until its suddenly not" phase right now. Russia has been making rapid progress in the city over the past two days.
>Sooner or later something’s going to give and things could start moving much quicker.    

I do think people are dramatically underestimating how quickly things might unravel for Ukraine.  

If Russia strings together a few significant battlefield successes while US military aid dries up and Ukraine's economy starts to sputter(again), while Ukraine's political and military leadership suffers upheaval, how many of the men currently dodging recruitment are going to remain inside Ukraine? If they didn't want to fight when things were good(relatively), I can't imagine they'll be thrilled to be tossed onto the frontlines with things deteriorating.
> Sooner or later something’s going to give and things could start moving much quicker.

And when will that be?  This has literally been a talking point since summer 2022.  But the last time things "suddenly started moving quicker", it wasn't westward.
They've been making slow but steady progress around Bakhmut for a while, and the Russians are making minor progress around Kreminna and Kupyansk too.
While they are 1% of total losses they rappresent an higher percentage of particular systems
For example radars and launchers for anti air missiles.

Also the Russians might not want to publish some hits on systems that were obviously decoys.
fake weapon, inflating sense of presence onto a location by having fake uniforms or moving agents, fake mines or similar

i didn't know heaters were used, interesting
Tank engines seem to be a bottleneck for them, last year they reactivated a T-80 turbine engine production line to alleviate the shortage.
It might be a 21% workforce increase compared to pre-war rather than soviet levels.
could be a 21% increase in workers relative to what Uraltrak was last year, as opposed to what the Soviet work numbers are
At a glance the math checks out.
Probably why it's not a great idea to make posts paying attention to rhetoric.
You are right on all counts. 

It can be applied to most international relationships. Countries rarely support other countries out of altruism.
There has been much room for the China-Russia alignment to grow in 2022 and there is much room for closer cooperation now, too. I never saw anybody claim it had reached some kind of final stage from where further progress was impossible.
[removed]
China's support for Russia is massive, in growing imports, exports drones, semiconductors, tools, machines. Without that support Russia couldn't wage the war in Ukraine.
>Because the most I've seen physical aid wise from China, and it hasn't been a lot, is some ammunition and body armor.

And given the weapon clients Russia **has** sought out, the argument that Russia wouldn't need Chinese military gear falls flat.

>I don't think China will risk throwing it's weight behind Russia the same way the USA and NATO is putting its weight behind Ukraine.

Which is pretty telling, given how much uncertainty there is about that second thing.
With the missile basically flying right over the entire system this whole thing is like a weird comedy sketch. At the end of the day these guys will probably report shooting down 12 out of 14 missiles and call it a day, ministry of defense will publish shooting down 22 of 24 Storm Shadow missiles along with 8 SU-24s and 4 Mig-29s and that's a job well done at Russian GBAD command.

No wonder Russia is hard for west to really understand.
the battery looks deployed though -- TELs are erected and flip top engagement radar looks deployed.
So this reads like a separate branch of the armed forces, not a separate military occupational branch within each branch of service. Am I reading it right?
I think you're misjudging how close to the frontlines the FPV drone operators are working. From what I've seen of the [Terra unit's videos on YouTube](https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCJpob7tPzcH9ZwsnkZbLP1A), those guys are operating from trenches and definitely have to be in shape and know how to operate firearms.
>The guys operating drones miles from the FLOT have little need for rifle qual or trenchbuilding knowledge.

I disagree.

Proficiency in basic small arms and knowing the rudimentary skills of digging a hole in the ground to protect oneself from enemy heavy weapons isn't a skill only for combat arms, let alone only the infantry, though the latter should master them. Especially if they're located miles within FLOT, they're literally still inside enemy artillery range. And might end up fighting if the tactical situation goes to shit.

>They have different logistical chains,

As opposed to what? An artillery battery in a UAF maneuver brigade is almost entirely reliant on foreign guns, foreign parts, foreign ammo from who knows where, foreign maintenance support, etc, and yet aren't a separate branch of the armed forces.

My worry is that separating them into an autonomous branch of service screws with existing capabilities.

Right now, one of the few things Ukraine does VERY well is Reconnaissance Fires Complex.

Every maneuver brigade has a C3/fires cell tied together. They use drones for ISR to find targets and then call in fires. Based on range, speed, type of target,  etc. 

FPV drones might be more handy because they're more available. The target might be moving. They might be faster to launch and hit the target than using arty or other weapons. Etc. 

Because the FPV drone units are part of the brigade already, located in their own separate company as part of the brigade, they're really easy to integrate. Same with ISR drones. They were both "owned" by the tactical commander who can modify and adjust their usage and even organization as the situation dictates.

Making a separate branch of the military is like pulling tanks, artillery, ATGMs, or snipers completely out of the Ukrainian Ground Forces or any other branch, specifically to make them totally autonomous, and hoping they can still perform coordinated combined arms at the tactical level, that there will still be cohesion and understanding. 

As a separate branch, every maneuver force has to hope an outside drone unit is attached to theirs, which might not be the case (like Air Support in the US military). They have to hope the drone units that might be attached to them will follow orders, which as attachments following a totally different chain of command, they might not. They have to hope they understand each other's doctrine and TTPs especially, which usually don't happen when coordinating among different branches of service without extensive joint training experience, etc.

I don't know if drone operators already have a separate MOS within each branch of the military. They ought to have that. It would help with an the things you mention. But putting them in their own separate branch is a huge problem in the making for the above reasons.

Not to mention needing to replicate all the admin and support for an entirely new branch. Needing it's own generals who won't leave Kyiv, each needing their own entourages of junior officers, all the admin clerks, supply people, new uniforms, etc. I hope I'm reading it wrong and that's not what they're contemplating.

As of now, the UAF ought to be removing branches of service, not adding them. A good argument can be made for the Ukrainian Air Assault, the Marines Corps and especially the TDF to all be rolled into the Ukrainian Ground Forces, with all the freed up top brass and support personnel being used to create division HQS, more corps HQs, and a few field army HQs too.
What hypocrisy? Do you mean between Trump and Putin? You may not like Trump and sure they are both billionaires but Trump was duly elected in a free and fair election while Putin doesn’t understand the meaning of those words. Trump also got his money from his family while Putin is a corrupt overlord taking it from the state. Hate Trump all you want but their circumstances are different.
those are some very good points. Guess I didn’t consider that most folks aren’t that invested into foreign policy than most of us. Lets hope for the best, but I guess were all expecting the worst hahaha. Anyways cheers, heres to Ukraine and the best defense community on the internet 🔥
I really don't think Putin is going to have anything interesting to say. His paper on historical unity was borderline a rambling diatribe. I'm going to watch it, but it's just not interesting to me if the interviewer doesn't push back hard and consistently. Tucker almost certainly is not going to push back in any meaningful way. It's going to be a lot like the Oliver Stone Putin interviews which were worth watching just to get some insight into the nuances of his psyche, which words he uses etc..., but beyond that weren't very illuminating.
The most dangerous thing that Putin could say would be the truth, which is why giving him an outlet like Carlson is so worrying.

(This is not a doomerist post, but letting Putin basically list off what happened during Ukraines counteroffensive and then get that amplified by Carlson would be a massive failure when it comes to western optics)
Something that Trump absolutely loves is when a former enemy of his bends the knee, so a sufficiently obsequious apology from Tucker could leave him in Trump’s esteem.
>“I hate him passionately. ... I can’t handle much more of this,”  
>  
>“We’re all pretending we’ve got a lot to show for it, because admitting what a disaster it’s been is too tough to digest,”  
>  
>“But come on. There isn’t really an upside to Trump.”

Liberals fail to understand why the majority of GOP voters (not talking about the MAGA base in primaries) voted for Trump, which is the same reason Tucker supports him publicly.

It's his policies. Simple as that. Pro-border control, Economic nationalism, a belief that foreign entanglements (particularly in war zones) hurt the US more than help ... The policies Trump speaks on are not only wildly popular at home but are even more relevant now then when he ran in 2016.

When the next charismatic republican comes along that can escape the mega donor capture and speak on these issues, they'll win 45 states. Trump's madness, which endears him to his GOP base, hurts him in the general. Tucker is an idealogue and has been pretty consistent on his stances over the past 8 years since Trump's "New Right" brand of politics entered the scene. It's basic populism and Tucker is part of the thinking class that supports those policies.

The average GOP thinker supports Trump's policies but hates Trump, albeit less than they hate his pro-open border, pro-foreign interventionism, pro-globalist trade policies opponents
Is Tucker even conservative even more? He is hinging on the extremes of the far right.
Is that a lot by twitter standards?  Legit question, I don't view default twitter so I never see them.

https://twitter.com/maxseddon/status/1754945619871838374#m

This random fella roasting him got 1 million.
A sizeable portion of the voting base literally doesn't care and gobbles up anything these people say or do. 

Saying "he's Putin's puppet, regurgitating Kremlin's propaganda" is not going to shift people's minds. I guess this kind of implies we have quite a few people who are adamantly against liberal democracies and live here among us. This is not a comforting thought. 

Fwiw, since I'm not American, I don't really subscribe to that first amendment notion of nigh-absolute free speech. Not saying it should change because of me.
Ok this is going to be a serious hot potato topic but here it goes. The 2020's has really made me question free speech on the internet after witnessing the rise of the far left and right, anti vax movement, climate change denialism, black lives matter vs blue lives matter, rise in the manosphere and incel movement, the Pro Russian space and now Israel - Gaza. Obviously they weren't all caused by Russia's disinformation campaign but they did fan some of the flames and its working.

Western democracies value free speech and the democratic process but our rivals (and lets be blunt current and future enemies) don't and are using it against us really well and so far we have proven powerless to stop them.

I think its time we all had a honest conversation about what the next step is because I genuinely believe the internet, social media, algorithms and the extreme opinions it creates is going to cause the next civil war, riot, genocide or actual war. The online discourse over Israel - Gaza is only a ugly snap shot of what's to come.
We don’t really know from which direction the refusal goes - to my knowledge, CNN or NPR have not said that they offered to interview Putin and had it turned down from the Russians.
You're right and that's the legal loop hole Putin and his supporters in the West are exploiting really well. Someone smarter than be better figure our a solution because right now this is not a good look and has shown the Western world has a clear Achilles heal ripe for exploiting.
I think that there is a way to deal with him through something like a "Foreign Agent" act. Definitely not for the interview though. 
But overall I think that there has to be a bigger reaction to so many GOP people cozying up with the Kremlin.
It does make me chuckle in a bad way, when I stray into general politics subs and there’s random people going on about 7/8 vs 1 casualty rates and how the Russians are utterly incompetent and about to collapse any day. It’s like these people are still living in 2022.

In many ways it’s awful for the Ukrainian effort, the general public in the West has moved on and is giving the war no attention anymore.
> Ffs the combat footage sub doesn't even show Russian footage.

Some of the stuff that gets parroted and upvoted in combatfootage gives NCD a run for their money, but with zero irony. Title rules are out the window with either reposts or blatant and easily disproven misinformation being left upvoted to top of the front page long after comments highlighting such are made, even if said debunking comments are top level too. 

It's pretty much a direct result of the popularity explosion following the invasion and totally careless/incompetent modding.
> The public is NOT informed. Visit other subs, talk to people. The majority opinion as far as I've seen is Russia is losing and Ukraine is winning and saving anything else is Russian propaganda.

You're halfway there.  The public is not informed, but the uninformed parties generally just forgot there's a war going on in the first place.

>when it escalates.

It doesn't help that you don't seem informed either, if you think there's any appetite for the war to escalate on either side.
[removed]
Seems like a very foolish way to die. Standing there shaking your fist at someone right in front of you that you share trade and culture with while the foreign assassin stabs you from behind. Our folly truly knows no end
Yes I thought this was *credble* defence? We have people here seeing that Russia can't even get across the Dnipro, in a country they share a huge land border with (and the northern flank from Belarus) and suggesting they could conduct operational level offensives against countries like Poland, Germany, France...*and then somehow get across to the UK*. Russia attacks Europe, sans US involvement, without it going nuclear, they would get annihilated, even with the problems European militaries have.     
    
Then they bring up *China*, a country maybe 3000 miles away from the closest point of Europe and the western borders of China, somehow being involved in a war against Europe. How are they achieving this? Where are they staging troops and logistics? They some how land troops in Slovakia say...and how exactly are they getting resupplied? If China is in a war with Europe, then the US is also involved for one thing, the US doesn't want to see Chinese influence or aggression go unchecked, as it would be a challenge to them.
Germany quite literally runs on coal because they have barely any reserves of anything else. Given the context of my original comment, I'm surprised people understood "Germany and friends" when I definitely was talking about it from the standpoint of individual European countries fighting Russia or China. 

Germany might have a stronger scientific base and financial sector, that won't matter if they cannot rebuild lost equipment and run out of stuff to power the country. Hence why I was wondering why so many European countries still want to be individualistic military wise, when I figure it'd be obvious that if your country needs to have gas/metal shipped from other countries, it's important to have very strong ties with those countries.
Unless France, the UK or the US are willing to risk their own destruction (nuclear war) to defend say Estonia from russian occupation the same way they would defend their own countries then NATO isn't the vehicle for collective defense they claim to be.

Let's hope that that's not a bluff. But if it is the Russians will inevitably call it.

No single country in Europe has the population, economy or industial base to resist russia or china alone but united they have that and more.

The best way in my opinion, however unrealistic it may be, is a european military with a truly joint nuclear and conventional deterrence and a united defense industial base.

The current model of dozens of militaries pointlessly duplicating efforts and only really copperating when it suits them (and often failing because of petty nationalistic politics) doesn't make for a solid joint defense.

I think that there is a threshold below which each members willingness to respond and the degree with which they would respond with relative to how they would deal with a direct attack that Russia can move below and slowly chip away at the promise that NATO makes. A joint european military, even if each member state pledges only something like 10 or 15% of it's fighting force, can effectively close that gap.
How many PGMs do those same European nations exactly have? France had a severe ammunition issue during their air campaign over Libya. I find it hard to believe that armies that stock artillery ammunition for a few weeks of active warfare somehow have the precision munitions when it comes to air launched platforms.
Sure absolutely, I'm not saying we match China and Russia shell for shell to Ukraine or for our stocks, but at least 30 percent would be nice? Just to have in case things don't go well beyond first contact as the old adage goes.
"Let's call in the guy who is away because he's being treated for blood cancer to push something that already failed once and is not going to last five minutes in the Senate" is such a wild thought. 

Though apparently Dem Rep Al Greene was [pushed in](https://x.com/JonathanTamari/status/1755015880650440899?s=20) on a wheel chair still in hospital scrubs and barefoot because he came straight from a scheduled surgery and was the tie breaking no vote.

Edit: [Scalise ain't gonna be back tomorrow](https://x.com/AndrewSolender/status/1755037362516594796?s=20)
Sure, but having to try multiple times to get a verdict shatters what remaining legitimacy the entire operation had.
The more radical Republicans might see Democrat support as "taint" for Johnson, and a few Democrat supporters could lead to a net loss of support for him.  And most Democrats would be ending their career by openly supporting a Christian Nationalist like Johnson.

These sorts of scenarios are easy to wargame from a mathematical perspective.  But it's unclear that it would work well in practice, and the personal animus tends to overshadow theoretically optimal strategic actions.
Im not sure, I dont see may Dem House members in vulnerable districts switching. Where I have always seen some leverage is in those NY State House seats that flipped unexpectedly in 2022. What are those guys doing, except cruising to lose their seat? In a state that is far bluer, even in the red areas, than most other states wouldn't the moderate play appeal to the voters that got them in in the first place? Obviously not, or they would have done it. But its just a head scratcher to me.
His state party walked it back, saying it was an unsanctioned meeting.
I don't. Really Murkowski, Romney, and Lankford are in my opinion worse than outright zealots. They're reasonably smart people, who lack the moral conviction to actually do something with their power.

Imagine if Romney and Murkowski just voted with Dems from 2020 onwards. We wouldn't be in this mess.
Sadly, "this isn't who we are" rhetoric seems increasingly hard to believe with the vast ineptitude and polling data. Many Americans are gone.
> support all the aid Ukraine needs to march all the way to the Kremlin  

Wasn't that supposed to be a better informed subset of Americans?
Yes they certainly would interfere, but I'd wager that's better than getting shot at. Maybe the ships could hug the west side of the sea to make navigation easier.
I'm just guessing though which isn't very credible. I don't know much about marine navigation processes.
Another possibility is having the ships go via convoy so they are more effectively covered by guardian warships.
They may be sympathetic, but the border to Gaza is still closed. So they are at least practical.

I do agree with you though. If the US and the UK are happy doing it, why get involved at all and risk the negative attention from your Arabic neighbours.
They're going to stand their ground, escalate, and grit their teeth for the response. Perhaps JDAMing where the Ayatollah lives, as long as he's not in the house.
In fact every other Russian missile strike is claimed to have taken out NATO intelligence units and officers/generals in charge of planning and coordinating the war.
In my view, that would be the most dangerous precedent, actually. As some commenters pointed out, Russia may not have the capability to attack NATO intelligence platforms even in the face of blatant hypocrisy. But cutting cables with ships that are totally fishing ships, creating smoking accidents in radar stations, encouraging groups that are definitely not Russia-linked to down an Awacs upon landing in the ME with some captured stinger, or some other shenanigans you can think of... well, better not go down that route, I think. That kind of fight favors the weaker party.
It's remarkable how common "Russia's totally looking for precedent/cover/whatever to do this" arguments are to this day, because they rely on a fundamental misunderstanding of the Kremlin's thought process rn.
Telling them we know their tactics isn’t necessarily good, now they know to change them. Over classification exists, but I don’t see how details of an investigation into a recent attack that had KIA is something that there’s a right to know immediately. 

It’s extremely unprofessional at the very least, and if it’s for political reasons to me that’s worse not better. This individual sat through a probably top secret briefing and their first response was to blab to wapo.
here's data on the CPI for the last 10 years- source: https://images.transparencycdn.org/images/CPI2023_FullDataSet.zip



YEAR | RUS | UKR
----|---|---
2014 | 27 | 26
2015 | 29 | 27
2016 | 29 | 29
2017 | 29 | 30
2018 | 28 | 32
2019 | 28 | 30
2020 | 30 | 33
2021 | 29 | 32
2022 | 28 | 33
2023 | 26 | 36


chart here: https://i.imgur.com/zQ6CMwk.png


the difference is really marginal over the last few decades. which again makes sense since they are both post-soviet states. 

as of recently (since 2022 invasion), russia has decreased the CPI a bit and Ukraine has increased.

but i have a feeling the differences aren't that large on either. it's hard to clean up corruption during an existential war
> Is anyone going to seriously tell me only the West can provide those to Ukraine?

Sounds like we ought to be seeing more improvised mine clearing from Ukraine and Russia. But we're not. And since neither side is stupid, there probably is a reason I can't see.
Also, it does not take much to just knock out the engine on the back (armor is thin there) and follow up after the crew bails.
The question isn't if it will run out, because it will. The question is; will it run out *before* Ukraines procurement dries up?

To my knowledge we haven't seen any new significant promises of delivering Leo2s, Challengers or Abrams to the Ukrainians. And the deliveries are in the dozens, while the Russians are refurbishing/building in the hundreds. And there just isn't *that* many surplus Leos in the west.

There is a supply of Leo1 to tap, but then we're 3. 4. territory.
> it just has nothing to do with the current battlefield movements

[I feel the same.](https://old.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/1ak9738/credibledefense_daily_megathread_february_06_2024/kpa2t33/)

> and for the record, as of today I think they're doing better than expected

I fully agree. After the ill-conceived counter-offensive, it seems Ukraine has abandoned its overly optimistic strategy and has come to terms with the gravity of its situation (serious mobilization efforts, etc). It's odd for me to suggest that Ukraine wasn't taking the war seriously (which sounds absurd), but the overly confident vibes in the spring, before the counter-offensive began, rubbed me the wrong way. There was a general optimism that it would be easy, and that the Russians were going to run away. That didn't work out.
>doesn't change that long term pessimism.

On the flip side, are there other analysts who are still hopeful?
lose
What does he have to show for those efforts though? 3 dead Americans? It's proof that his strategy has been wildly unsuccessful. 


I would argue that the overt acts of escalation have all been instigated by Iran. Hamas, Houthis, proxies attacking American bases. None of these were direct responses to US military action. Quite the contrary actually. In exchange for Biden extending the olive branch Iran has responded with terrorism.
We continue to fail in recognizing that the only thing that matters to these types of authoritarian state actors is strength. Proportional responses and diplomatic overtures mean nothing and are only seen as weakness.


Disproportional responses and overwhelming force are the only things that matter to these states. 
Don't post trash like this again.
[removed]
What's the scholarship about Lincolns decisions ex-ante. Was he 'right' to second guess or lucky  in getting to Grant. Who was Lincoln to second guess his generals?

As you say, we know from the outcomes and history certain union generals were not up to it. I am curious about how we evaluate Lincolns process to impose his political will on the military decisions (and compared with other regimes through history. Easy half-educated American example would be WWII leaders overriding segments of military leadership.)
i am talking about western mbts not renovated soviet tanks for which ammunition was a problem. the pt 91 for example was given with hardly any tank rounds. even if you want to count all of the t72 variants 200 tanks against deeply mined and entrenched fields isnt going to do much if you dont have deminers and a huge superiority in fires and troops. look at whats happening in avdiivka or novomykhailivka where the russians have far more ammo, far more equipment and their aviation is working. what have they got and at what cost?
>I'm also really tired of hearing people compare Russian losses to Ukrainian ones as a means of downplaying the seriousness of the Ukrainian position.

because you are mixing up military competence with political will and industrial output. you can criticize the mobilization and drafting process, you can criticize the political need to show the west progress on the ground but you cant wave away hugely lopsided russian losses and then mix that up with the military choices ukraine is making. **ukraine being a smaller country with a smaller military is not a choice**
>When has this ever happened for any of the recent russian offensives?

avdiivka has been talked about since before the war even began. rybar created a bunch of visuals and animations for the offensive in 2022 and early 2023. before that the entire invasion was higly orchestrated

>Russia's unnaounced, short offensives like vuldear are also still talked about.

you can go through these threads in the last year and see how many times vuhledar has been brought up. its not even close

>no one is really stuck in the moment, the lack of abillity to look forward to, is a direct consequence of ukraine having the inititavive lost.

wars go in phases. one side attacks, another side defends. how much has avdiivka been discussed here in terms of the staggering losses? how much combat footage has been shared? how much analysis is being done of the decimation of russian brigades. you can sit here and say its being discussed at the same level and lie to yourself but its clear as day to anyone that its not even nearly the same
IIRC one of the major points of contention between Zaluzhny and Zelensky pre-counteroffensive was that Zaluzhny (and the American advisors) wanted to withdraw from Bakhmut and just let the Russians have it significantly sooner than Zelensky wanted to.  This apparently ground down a lot of Ukraine's forces and weakened their thrust during the counteroffensive.
I hate that I'm right, and I don't really take satisfaction in being right knowing what the stakes are. I'd much rather be wrong. I want the Ukrainians to win. And not with a Wunderwaffen system, gifted a win by NATO, but because they're better at warfare. 

The Ukrainians needed to perform near perfectly to win this war, they never could afford major screwups especially. But I kept spotting issues happening that might at that time appear invisible to some or tiny cracks to others, but to me they were the forming of giant fault lines. 

Some were unavoidable, Ukraine doesn't really have the ability to fix them, and those discussions I usually stay out of unless bad info is being spread.

But other things were only a matter of choice, the Ukrainian strategic leadership especially, be it Zelensky, Zaluzhny or someone else, they made the choice and that choice only led to disaster. It wasn't the fault of the average UAF soldier or most in their chain of command, they were set up for failure by the top for a decision they didn't need to make. 

Choosing not to prepare to defend their country before the invasion. Choosing not to conduct a maneuver defense in the Donbas to preserve their force. Endlessly reinforcing disastrous tactical situations that would hemorrhage casualties just for headlines. Choosing not to train their forces when they had the time and resources, only requiring them to slightly lower their OPTEMPO. Gross violation of thousands of years old basic principles of warfare, usually for headlines, but never for good reasons.

For me, a student of military history, someone who obsessively consumes knowledge especially about ground warfare, this war is super interesting but yet endlessly depressing. Especially discussing it, to try to impartially discuss this war as it's unfolding is madness. I'm smack in the middle of major propaganda battles between the supporters of the belligerents, which I have no desire to get myself involved in. All I want to do is help people try to understand what's happening. I know I do, I get endless private messages encouraging me, and they're the only reason I don't quit in frustration, but it's infuriating sometimes to face the level of wrath and scorn for pointing out what to me seems as obvious as daylight at noon.
Duncan-M was right from the start. What worries me is that if Ukraine gets renewed support from "allies", would they use it better this time?  I very much want them to have continued support, but the current situation wasn't impossible to foresee.
Political reasons might replace military reasons, but they can still be poor reasons. Continuing an offensive based on a bad plan is even more risky than stopping it early. Especially if stopping it early allows them to launch another offensive somewhere else. Or save it, just in case.

Everyone knows the Ukrainians have finite resources, their govt should be opening celebrating the fact that they need to be ultra smart about using them. 

And not revealing what they're planning...
>The Russians suffered a considerably high amount of casualties especially in the Mechanized forces, compare that to Advika where we see what truly horrendous losses rates look like.  

They did, which is great. The problem is that Russia can *afford* those lopsided loss rates in a way that Ukraine can't. 

>Maybe the main problem was underestimating the willingness of the Russians to hold those positions?

That was the problem with the plan at the beginning, it was premised on the notion that the Russians would break and flee at first contact similar to what happened in Kharkiv. But that was a stupid assumption since the Russians *didn't* flee in the Kherson offensive and fought valiantly despite their poor logistics. Why the Ukrainians believed the Russians, who whose forces were deeply entrenched and far better manned and equipped than they were in Kharkiv, would simply flee with little to no fight is beyond me.

But again, all of that is at least salvageable. What didn't make sense to me is that they *kept* fighting a grinding war of attrition that they couldn't afford in order to *not* take any of their objectives despite it being clear relatively early on that it was hopeless.
The plan was bad because at every step they underestimated the Russians. Then when they continued following the bad plan, only tweaking the tactics a bit, they still underestimated the Russians at every step.
There were even better ones. I remember people in the first month(s) were talking about Ukrainians can't be given M777s because they use the Russian/Soviet grid system for artillery.
There really is a significant chunk of republicans who are explicitly anti-Ukraine. Between all the propaganda they're exposed to, Biden's son's supposed connections to Ukraine, the Trump phone call and impeachment, and trying to blame the bot farms on Ukraine instead of Russia, there's plenty of reasons that the right wing in the US have a negative opinion of Ukraine.
>This is a tactic they've used since 2015 and it's been largely successful; their greatest accomplishment being the Supreme Court.

It's a tactic they've been using much longer than that, it really started in earnest back during the early days of the Obama administration. Despite Democrats basing the ACA off of "Romneycare" and Obama personally spending hundreds of hours negotiating with Republican "moderates" like Chuck Grassley to find compromises, literally not a single Republican voted for the ACA. The tactic was the most egregious in 2012, when Democrats and Republicans in the Senate passed a bipartisan comprehensive immigration reform bill that the Republican controlled House literally never even put up for debate. 

That being said, the refusal to provide aid to Ukraine is deeper than just GOP obstructionism. The "conservative" movement in the US has been deeply infiltrated and influenced by pro-Russian elements for many years now. Despite Republicans largely supporting aid to Ukraine in 2022, by 2023 the incessant anti-Ukraine propaganda in far-right circles greatly reduced support for the country among the extremist part of the Republican base, which is and has been the most powerful part of the party since at least 2016 when Trump was swept into power by appealing to the grievance politics of this part of the party. In other words, fresh aid to Ukraine is genuinely unpopular with the Republican base at this point on its own. Couple that with the extremist part of the GOP being hyperfixated on immigration/the border and Trump himself opposing both aid AND the border provisions, and the GOP is unlikely to pass anything at all.
Establishment republicans want to fund ukraine, but it is the ma ga wing that is blocking it.  Ukraine didn't play ball with attempts to get them to interfere in the 2020 elections... hard to not acknowledge that as a key driving factor in why we're seeing aid to them be cut off.  And of course a desire to shove thumb in the eye of european allies.  

It is crazy, but imho europe needs to fundamentally recalculate their strategic position as they can no longer count on support from the US.  Same applies to allies elsewhere.
Sad to say but that sounds very soviet, which is why I (completely uncredible though) think that replacing Zaluzhny and bringing in someone new and younger might not be as bad as it sounds. 

Too little too late though maybe
> It was clear within the first weeks that the offensive wasn't going to achieve a major breakthrough.

Man, I still remember that initial Bradley pileup vividly. Obviously it was one action, but extrapolated it told a lot.
I don't think it is that dramatic in consequence. 

As for major losses, Russians tried massive Avdivka armored offensive (on the city that had been already in semi cauldron for more than a year at that time) on 4th of October (I think?). So, 4 months later, they are finally approaching first houses and situation indeed is deteriorating for Ukrainians in the town.  Not sure if it is "major losses".  

As for saving for rainy days, again, I don't believe they over-used their resources that dramatically. They probably could have saved maybe couple of thousands of shells, and maybe few hundreds of men, if they stopped all their attempted advances few weeks earlier than they actually stopped (but also please note that Russians would have also saved some in that scenario). But I don't think that it would have even marginal, let alone significant, impact on the generals state of affairs they currently face. The attempted offensive was not multi-million shells endeavor, nor did it lose Ukrainians hundreds of thousands of men, even if the impression might be like that.
If they stopped the offensive in a week you'd have even more "experts" commenting how we should cut Ukraine aid because they gave up after a week of offensive and achieved nothing.

Ultimately in the grand scheme of things it doesn't really matter whether the offensive went on for week or six weeks.Maybe if they saved more ammo and equipment they'd be able to hold Avdiivka for extra month or two, but it doesn't matter in the long term.

In the end US aid would dry up in exactly same way, and without US aid Ukraine's chances are getting worse as time goes. Longer the US aid is frozen , more surrender voices you'll hear from Europe as well.

West simply decided they're fine with sort-of losing and will continue to half ass this until it's over.
No, I meant given that they already tried, in the conduct of trying it, they were not particularly wasteful

Yeah, from the retrospect the whole endeavor of even trying was wasteful. But back then the option not even trying seemed to be unimaginable. 

Also, complete and utter shut down of all U.S. aid was not participated or considered likely. So using maybe 5-7 thousands of shells daily for maybe two months instead of 3 thousands before offensive did not seem to be irreplaceable.
Re counter-offensive, I agree. Here's my take from June 9th, right at the start of their counteroffensive:

> [I believe what Ukraine is doing is a mistake.](https://old.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/1453bq0/credibledefense_daily_megathread_june_09_2023/jnjznnb/)
Yeah I agree, I was very impressed by Biden's ability to bring together a united European front against Russian aggression at the start of the war. 

But it's been clear for a while now that Western aid, and most importantly US aid to Ukraine has been entirely reactive. Imagine how much smoother the Ukrainian war effort would have been if we had laid out that in x months we will deliver artillery, in x months you'll get PATRIOT, in x months you'll get ATACMS, instead of simply rushing the next aid to Ukraine because they desperately needed new aid after battlefield developments. 

And I couldn't agree more about the Kerch Strait bridge. It's clear not just from this conflict, but from the conflict in the Middle East as well, that the Biden administration is waaaay too concerned about escalation risks and doesn't seem to realize that passivity in the face of our enemies is inviting *them* to escalate on *their* terms.
Support was high among dem-leaning, just not among gop-leaning.  it wasn't a communication issue, the message around ukraine was spun in conservative media.
I don't know that I believe taking out the bridge would have changed things that dramatically, and I'm very confident that there was little Ukraine could have done to impact US support.  

Outside of bribing Trump, which is obviously not going to be a plausible tactic, GOP support was always going to go soft.
Where the hell is EU gonna buy 155 ammo from? 

I feel like the US has already tapped all outside ammo.
There might have been something of a sunk cost fallacy; if they've already sacrificed so much, they should continue pushing rather than stop and have it all be for waste.

Another thing I should have mentioned is the domestic pressure: it would be difficult for Ukraine's political leadership to admit defeat, that the losses had been for nought, and that they weren't going to recapture their territory anytime soon.
>This thinking might well have been behind their offensive, but it didn't make any sense in the spring of 2023 and it makes even less sense now.

I don't think so. It's easier to rally support for a war you're winning than one that's dragging out into a stalemate or slow defeat.
That's silly logic. When it became obvious it wasn't succeeding, and Ukraine couldn't afford to lose more than it already had, it stopped. Being pressured to deliver results despite the risks isn't the same as a kamizake attack.
Creating a so-called land-bridge is probably Russia's primary objective in this war. If they lose that, they arguably lose the war.
Psychologically, which is really the only way for Ukraine to win.

Cut the land corridor, cut off Crimea, inflict heavy losses and then sue for peace from a position of strength.
Again, the issue isn't that Ukraine launched its counteroffensive. The problem is that they *continued* it, with no prospects of success, to the point that they essentially ran out of men and ammunition. 

That's my whole point. They left themselves in a dangerously precarious situation in Fall 2023 and they're now suffering the consequences.
Similar to the later stages of the battle of Bakhmut, the Russians have made enough progress on the flanks of the city that they're threatening to cut off its supply lines and encircle large pockets of Ukrainian defenders. 

At this stage, Ukraine really does need to pull back from Avdiivka. Especially since it seems like the Ukrainians haven't been able to contain the breakthroughs yet, meaning things could get very bad very quickly if nothing is done.
Apparently Zaluhniy wanted to withdraw from avidiivka for at least a month. And to stay there was a political decision.
> They've been making slow but steady progress around Bakhmut for a while

5 months in, they're nowhere close to anywhere around Bakhmut - heck, they still need to retake Klischivka, a village they owned previously, among others.

That's... even more true on the Kharkiv-Luhansk line, they're attacking the area east of the Oskil which is basically just a big empty space, and even there they're nowhere close.  And there they've been trying a lot longer than 5 months.

Like, this is a point I want to hammer in - open deepstate and look at how much the Russians managed to grab during 2 months of the 2022 summer offensive.  **That** was labelled slow and steady.  Clearly some different words are appropriate here.
>Also the Russians might not want to publish some hits on systems that were obviously decoys.


I'm gonna throw out a huge doubt here because we've seen some pretty obvious decoys on combatfootage.
Richard Vereker happened to think that's just propaganda. Even if they manage to do it it won't happen with any substantive volume. For example, the [last T80U loss](https://twitter.com/verekerrichard1/status/1754097713161846951) was documented almost 10 months ago. We are also seeing the T-72B Obr 2022 variant more than the much better B3 2016 variant but it's too soon to tell if that's going to be an ongoing trend. T-55 and T-62 have also been used in direct assaults this past week which is not a good indication of where things are headed.
Could be any number of things. Unfortunately, the statement is weird enough that it lends itself to a number of interpretations.
Back then Taiwan was not a Democracy and was actively supressings its population. It was an easier choice to make than now.
> Without that support Russia couldn't wage the war in Ukraine.

Exactly this. Without that Chinese support Russia couldn't wage the war in Ukraine.

I view Iran through a similar lens: China enables it. Now, what about North Korea's Kim. With China's backing, he could put pressure on South Korea in very unexpected ways (who could have predicted the ME on fire just 1-2 years ago?).
>His paper on historical unity was borderline a rambling diatribe.

That paper was intended for domestic audiences and for drumming up nationalistic support. 

This interview is going to be intended for foreign audiences, it's probably going to *downplay* the nationalistic themes. Politicians always speak differently to different audiences.
I would guess that hes pretty mainstream within the MAGA movement, though I am an outsider looking in. Given that their leading candidate is likely to win the party's nomination, its IMO really fair to call them pretty mainstream within the American conservative movement. Theyre the power in ascendency right now.

As to how he would read in an objectively litmus test IDK, thats above my paygrade.
I don't think this is an American thing. I don't see how we can have a functioning liberal democracy where journalists are sanctioned for just doing interviews. If he starts doing actual propaganda against his own country and as much can be proven in a court of law that can be a different story, but the act of simply doing an interview can not constitute that in a liberal democracy.

As far as the purely pragmatic angle goes I don't see how we're supposed to win anybody over by making it look like we're afraid of Putin interviews. That just reinforces the conspiracy mindset by making is look like we have something to hide. If anything it makes the Trumpist side more appealing to people in the middle, not less so.
Even in your comment you're somehow mixing people being in complete and objective disconnect with reality (anti-vax, climate change denialism) with left wing talking points (Blue Lives Matter, manosphere) as if those are comparable. Goes to show the problem with censorship, there's no such thing as an unbiased censor, and I firmly believe that no democracy can survive sweeping legislation on speech (which make no mistake would be needed to curtail Russian propaganda, the soft approach you see in a lot of Europe has proven itself to be completely useless) as a result.

As far as actually contesting Russia in the information sphere goes as tired as it is it comes down to offering good information to counteract the misinformation. That's ultimately on the media apparatus and polticians to do, there's no way to outsource that responsibility to censors without throwing the proverbial baby out with the bathwater.
I've been on a similar journey for a while.

What I personally find interesting is that for all the US mythology about free speech being a bedrock of the country, it actually a fairly recent development - in the sense that its a value that is respected even when its not convenient. During wars it used to be either heavily restricted (or essentially abandoned) - (wars including and previous to ww2, afterwards things become progressively more freer with each war). Even before the US joined ww2, the US engaged in some govt assisted self-censorship in getting pro nazi voices off the air (most famously - https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_Coughlin, which would be the most analogous to this situation). During the cold war individuals were targeted by the govt for real and imagined links to the communists, often simply for exercising their first amendment rights. That isn't to say that things are perfect in every way in regards to free speech, but the situation has markedly improved. What it might mean is that this may be a real test of how viable it is to have this level of free speech while being undermined by hostile countries.

I think some people generally just assume that the US has done this for centuries (see the line in the comment below "I firmly believe that no democracy can survive sweeping legislation on speech" - when this was the historical norm, not the other way around), so why do anything 'different' now - not realizing how different things actually are in the way they are handled now vs even 50 years ago. That isn't to say that the solution is ending free speech, but that the US need to be cognizant that its entering uncharted territory and it need to be prepared to adapt if strategies are not working.

Regarding social media, I've made comments about my thoughts on it previously and how some things can be mitigated so I won't repeat that here.

Edit reposted as caught by mod filter for com*ies
> We don’t really know from which direction the refusal goes


I believe we do, sure it's not 100% match of CNN or NPR that you mentioned, but here's BBC (Steve is a national treasure, and, for instance, he interviewed Lukashenko not too long ago):

> [Interesting to hear @TuckerCarlson claim that “no western journalist has bothered to interview” Putin since the invasion of Ukraine. We’ve lodged several requests with the Kremlin in the last 18 months. Always a ‘no’ for us.](https://twitter.com/BBCSteveR/status/1754993410535026753)

---

Edit: Christiane Amanpour, CNN Chief International Anchor:

> (Does Tucker really think we journalists haven't been trying to interview President Putin every day since his full scale invasion of Ukraine? It's absurd -- we'll continue to ask for an interview, just as we have for years now.)[https://twitter.com/amanpour/status/1754953241077424496]
>Western world has a clear Achilles heal ripe for exploiting.

Basic democratic principles? Yeah there's a couple of ways in solving that, we could emulate Russia or China. 

Jokes aside, I do think "defensive democracy" as practiced by Germany on *some issues* makes a lot of sense; but I just don't see anything similar being done in USA.
Surely the CIA has to be tracking his every move.
It's getting better; you see mixed NL/DE tank formations etc.

However, you still have the centres of gravity in NATO:

* France
* Germany
* US
* UK

none of which are willing to rely on other countries to fill holes in their defence forces, out of national pride or whatever.

In the UK's case, there's a few political issues that it needs to work through first:

* The desire to build *and design* their own military equipment is fine, but I think they've chosen poorly which particular things to design, for the following reason:
* The UK is trying to fully furnish a ground, sea and air capability, and refuses to admit that it can't fund all three at once. Given that it's on an island on the far side of any adversaries, its desire to design its own SPAG and IFV is perplexing. Like, it can't even kickstart its own economy of scale because it doesn't even need that many of them (unlike a ground-based army like Poland, or even Korea)

After that, it's more about the structural and procurement issues, which are mostly detailed above, but I'd also like to call out the fact that the large overlap between RAF and RN re the F-35B is efficient (at least for the RAN), but the total numbers leave no depth if losses occur.
Germany has a very strong industrial base. While it's true that they are dependent on other countries for energy, I'm not sure how much sense it makes to consider scenarios where no other countries will sell them LNG, because it is such an outlandish scenario...
>Unless France, the UK or the US are willing to risk their own destruction (nuclear war) to defend say Estonia from russian occupation the same way they would defend their own countries

Straw man.

An attempted Russian conventional invasion of France would likely be met with a conventional, not nuclear response.

If Russia invades Estonia, there will absolutely be a conventional response from the UK, France and more. We even have over a thousand troops stationed there permanently for exactly that reason - so that if Russia invades, it is explicitly attacking UK/French troops already.
European countries are six of the ten largest arms exporters. So while they’d always want to have more, and over Libya France did complain about running low on laser guided bombs, it’s safe to say that overall, their production figures compare well to anyone that’s not the US or China.

They are also far more efficient. An F-35 gets more utility out of a few guided bombs than an artillery battery gets out of multiple tons of unguided ammo. So it’s not a one to one comparison.
France, UK and Germany have a combined 120 M270 (left), with Norway and some other as well having more, thats the equivalent of 240 HIMARS batteries, with at least some arsenal to keep them shooting before a lot was given to Ukraine.

I dont know how many HIMARS Ukraine has now 40?

I guess the NATO AWACS would as well give very good targeting and awareness of the situation on the ground (these are completely operated by NATO organization), that should at least fill in for some precision capabilities that where not given for operations like Libya.

It seems filling up the arsenals with ammunition for sustained operations would fix a lot of these concerns with just the gear around already.

The second big factor is making sure a core of NATO members shows up, as you can see most of these scenarios are "x - country alone would not be able...".

edit and last but not least it seems to me the big lesson currently would be the mine and trench defense the Russians pulled of with comparatively few high tech weapons.
By next year, the EU and the UK should be able to produce around 2.2M large calibre artillery shells a year, which is more than what Russia is currently capable of even under a war economy.

And, in terms of more advanced munitions, just France, the UK, Germany and Italy combined vastly outproduce Russia, whose main focus is indeed just artillery.

Russia isn’t going to be able to outproduce Europe even with regards to something the Russians have basically perfected.

Furthermore, Russian industry is much more vulnerable to strike than European industry. There’s no credible scenario where the VKS or a significant enough portion of the Russian Navy manages to get close enough to the European heartland where they’d be able to strike at a large number of factories and whatnot. Europe, however, has a very significant ability to be able to damage and destroy a lot of Russian industry within 500 km of the border. Even with just current stockpiles, Europe as a whole has around 2,500 Storm Shadows and Taurus missiles. While these alone are not going to stop Russian industry in its tracks, they will almost certainly be able to seriously degrade Russia’s ability to reconstitute and rebuild its forces. And, as shown in Ukraine, Russia seemingly almost has no ability to defend against Storm Shadows.
I see what you mean. More production is always good, and in this situation in particular, more artillery is what’s needed. But in other conflicts, artillery doesn't play to the west’s competitive advantages. An increase in spending is needed so we can have both. The peace dividend is over.
If the Democrats would do it, they didn't vote for Johnson. They would just be absent in enough numbers to get the majority number needed down to the level Johnson could reach.

Also, Johnson must know by now he won't be in leadership long. Even if the Republicans hold the House, I can't see them voting to put him back in the Speakership. He's basically accomplished nothing.
Dunno, the whole thing reminds me of when McCarthy assigned one of his top lieutenants Rep Katko (R-NY) to work with Democrats on a bipartisan Jan 6 proposal. Then McCarthy and his team whipped votes against Katko's proposal.

Katko opted against running for re-election and I don't blame him. What a scummy thing to do. At least McConnell has stood by Lankford through all this.
Isn't he bed ridden? Might be difficult to get an opportunity to jdam his house.
We're already down that route, it's how Crimea was conquered in the first place.
The leak most likely was authorized by someone extremely senior making it legal. Someone at that level is a political appointee at least. 


There is some type of political strategy behind a leak. Could it be a unofficial caution that more US troops could die soon? Trying to calm future political pressure to strike more. The shock of the enemy has found a weakness makes a really bad news cycle. Low key reveal via leak there is a problem to prevent more shocking headlines. The press loves the unexpected it makes bigger news. The routine is never big news. 


Yes, that is all very cynical. Managing the press / news cycle is part of doing politics.
We're not seeing basic training for newly inducted junior enlisted beyond 5 weeks. We're not seeing almost any training of recalled officers regardless of their past experiences and their lack of preparation for modern high intensity warfare. The reasons for doing both of those things are stupid, don't assume reasons for other weird decisions aren't equally stupid.
That's fair, but there are some good prospects all be it in the future, the leo2a8 is being set up to replace most of the leo fleet in Europe.

And Poland is going to get Korean tanks and Abrams, so their leo and T-72 could be sent to Ukraine.

There is also the cezch T-72EA project to upgrade tanks.

This however requires for Ukraine to maintain a defense posture for a decently long time.
Analysts as in people with jobs as analysts and reputations?  None of them on the western or Ukrainian side have publically said "yeah Ukraine is doomed" because a) they'd look like idiots if they were wrong b) most of them probably genuinely don't believe that c) that's typically not something you do for your side

Has any analyst said "yeah 2024 will be a good year for Ukraine"?  Not that I've seen.
Jesus, English please create two different words if you want things to have a different meaning.  


jokes aside thank you for the correction
>Disproportional responses and overwhelming force are the only things that matter to these states.   

How is it in our interest to go to war with Iran?
I think this is a very simplistic and uncredible take. Iran and its allied bloc are absolutely capable of responding to diplomacy and working with proportional escalations and de-escalations. There was a major international diplomatic effort with Iran not too long ago around its nuclear program, which by all accounts was going reasonably well until the Trump administration lurched into power and tore up the deal. You can point to similar tendencies throughout the history of Hezbollah and the Houthis, as well.
>What's the scholarship about Lincolns decisions ex-ante. Was he 'right' to second guess or lucky  in getting to Grant. Who was Lincoln to second guess his generals?

The historical consensus is that most of the Union's generals early in the war were indeed quite bad. Notably, many of the best generals defected to the Confederates before the war began. 

Lincoln was 1000% right to sack McClellan, he was a complete disaster and his failures likely extended the war by several years.
> i am talking about western mbts not renovated soviet tanks for which ammunition was a problem. 

But you count all tanks on the Russian side when making the comparison.
First I'm hearing that Soviet tank ammo is a problem. They don't exactly burn through a lot of tank ammo daily.
>because you are mixing up military competence with political will and industrial output.

I'm not though, Ukraine has unfortunately shown a great deal of military incompetence in this conflict. Maybe not as bad as Russia, but there have been many poor decisions made on the strategic and tactical levels. 

>you can criticize the mobilization and drafting process, you can criticize the political need to show the west progress on the ground but you cant wave away hugely lopsided russian losses and then mix that up with the military choices ukraine is making.

As I noted though, Ukraine has made quite a few military blunders too. That they're not as incompetent as the Russians is a good thing, but it doesn't mean their forces are staffed by supersoldiers and their general staff run by military geniuses as many Ukrainian supporters seem to believe. It's also a lot easier and less costly to defend in war than it is to attack, and the Russians have spent most of the war on the offense. 

Regardless, if the goal is for Ukraine to win the war and expel the Russians, its not enough to simply achieve a better attrition ratio. Especially if that attrition ratio is actually more unsustainable for Ukraine than for Russia.
>avdiivka has been talked about since before the war even began. rybar created a bunch of visuals and animations for the offensive in 2022 and early 2023. before that the entire invasion was higly orchestrated

rybar doing a bunch of visuals isn't comparing to the media and poltiical attention the counteroffensive recieved and that was my point.  
Multiple ukrainian goverment officials have months prior stated goals of the offensive, western articles dropped about it daily.  

>you can go through these threads in the last year and see how many times vuhledar has been brought up. its not even close

I can not realistically go through threads of last year and count out how many times vuhledar has been brought up, but i also have never made the argument that it's been equally as many times brought up.
I wasn't aware of Zaluzhny supporting a withdrawal from Bakhmut, but that does make sense. The decision to stay and fight there to the bitter end was clearly political and damaging to the Ukrainian war effort.
>Gross violation of thousands of years old basic principles of warfare, usually for headlines, but never for good reasons.

So, what's your view right now? Has ukrainian leaders finally learned from their mistakes and started to fix what needs fixing? 

The optimistic in me wants to believe that the current stop in ukrainian offensive operations is actually a huge opportunity to stop and reconsider all their decisions, improve on what has worked and change what hasn't.
The support from allies in 2024 was always going to be limited

In terms of artillery ammo, until the monthly output of US and Europe can meet both domestic and foreign and Ukraine needs, it's lot enough. Even now, with every single shell going to Ukraine (which won't be), it wouldn't be enough. So that would mean until roughly mid 2025, to sustain itself with artillery, foreign supporters need to tap into existing stockpiles of ammo and give enough to equal about a half million shells, which with existing monthly production output will be the bare minimum to sustain itself. To go on the offensive again requires being given around a full million shells in a short time. 

That was never assured. The existing stockpiles of the US and most of the EU are dangerously low already. So it means someone else giving. So far Turkey, South Korea, and Pakistan, among others, all gave some ammo from their stockpiles to support Ukraine. Supposedly there was an effort to get Greece to give more. But again, not guaranteed.

AFV are another issue. Production output was never really turned up, they're not giving Ukraine new AFV for the most part, they're getting older stuff that is divested to make room for new stuff for themselves. The problem is that a lot of the old stuff isn't in working order and to get it to working order requires an investment similar to the large arty increase, which wasn't made.

So Ukraine was not expected to be getting loads more Bradleys, Abrams, Strykers, M113s, MRAPs, Humveea, Leopards,, Geparts, Marders, as well as various artillery pieces, etc. To get more requires first investing many billions to expand the refurbishment resources, probably need to build more spare parts too, which will take years, but they didn't even make that decision yet and none were eager to discuss it since that investment would ONLY help Ukraine, not themselves (existing long term defense production increases for ammo especially were sold partially to help Ukraine but also to rebuild existing NATO stockpiles for their deterrent effect and in case of war). 

Don't get me wrong, the US still has more it can give, it's just not going to be much more than was given in 2023. Probably less. Especially arty for 2024, that was a great uncertainty before politics got in the way. 

What they could give now but aren't is more money. A realistic possibility is that more manpower mobilization in Ukraine might not be possible without massive financial support to not just pay salaries, they'll likely need to provide bonuses as enticements.
For that to be true we should see some deformt of conservering manpower first. The easiest way would be an end to costly operations and focus on shortening the front line. An organised pull back from Avdiivka and Krynky would be the first sign.
Yeah, it's a very good and important question. I can understand the West being hesitant to provide Ukraine with support if Ukraine is going to squnader it ineffectively. 

I'd like to hope that the Ukrainians have learned hard lessons in recent months, but frankly I'm not so sure they have. I get the feeling that Zelensky is increasingly narcissistic and sounded by yes men who don't push back on his worst impulses. The debacle about sacking Zaluzhny isn't helping instill confidence either. 

I suppose the big test will be to see what happens in Avdiivka. Its clear at this point that the city will be lost, it's just a matter of when. Ukraine would be smart to pull out while still in a reasonably strong position, but I'm nervous they're going to pull another Bakhmut and defend it for way too long.
It's also something I've thought of in that the Ukrainians were victims of their success and genuinely believed their own propaganda.

Aka the Kherson offensive. The Ukrainian operation ended in victory, but the Ukrainians learned the wrong lessons from that operation. As you said, the Russians fought valiantly because they had been entrenched in that area for long and genuinely believed in their mission. Ukraine's tactics weren't really that great and the operation only really succeeded because HIMARS wrecked the Russian rear in an already logistically-difficult area. The Russians then performed a successful withdrawal keeping most of their equipment and not suffering too much attrition, allowing them to fight for another day and build the Surovikin Line. By the time the Russians left Kherson, the Ukrainians were significantly attrited and unable to continue the operation across the Dnieper.

The Ukrainian command seemed to believe that the Russian military was still comically inept like they were during the opening phases, when in reality the Russians were able to successfully rebuild to fight a defensive war. Russian soldiers didn't panic and flee in Zazporizhia because Moscow had provided adequate resources for a successful defense. Compare the defense of the southern front to the initial "gas up the tanks and roll into Kyiv" strategy that failed miserably.
Do you think zalushny had major faults in this?

I know it's to early to speculate but the common narrative seems, good things=zalushny, bad things= zelensky.

I feel like at this point its inevitable to say that the high command made fatal mistakes, and not everything that went wrong can be because of zelensky intromissions
My favorite will be the "logistics headache for Ukraine" talking points about the Abrams and F16s. But, as soon as they were announced, it's all suddenly cricket noises. Good thing somebody here brought up that Iraq uses F16s and Abrams, made them shut up too.

And that's why the Taiwanese should stop their plans on buying ATACMS from the US judging from their reaction on Ukraine about it. Chinese invasion is finally happening and you're about to fire ATACMS to the mainland, then suddenly you receive a call from the Americans telling you to don't fire it at the mainland because that's an escalation.
>The "conservative" movement in the US has been deeply infiltrated and influenced by pro-Russian elements for many years now.

>incessant anti-Ukraine propaganda in far-right circles greatly reduced support for the country among the extremist part of the Republican base

I think this is off the mark. For over a decade, the Republican voter base has felt increasingly spited by the US political establishment and refuses to support US foreign policy that it views as opaque, not benefiting its interests, and pursuant of the interests of people who dislike it. IMO, the Tea Party began in 2009 but it really took off after the failure of OWS (which *also* marked the beginnings of the modern progressive zeitgeist*). The wannabe wonks in here and r/geopolitics can wax poetic about the "global order" and the benefits that it allegedly brings to the US population, but these benefits are very difficult to effectively quantify whereas foreign policy spending is easily quantifiable. The war in Ukraine seems to them like a project of "the elite" to bail out a continent of people who regard the Republican voting base with disdain.

I realize that we're delving into domestic politics with this discussion but that seems unavoidable given the topic of the comment thread.

*Trumpist populism and the progressive zeitgeist are two sides of the same coin, IMO, but that's a discussion for another time and place.
I actually agree, replacing Zaluzhny *could* be a boon for Ukraine if he's replaced by someone younger and more skilled. 

But considering that the frontrunner to replace Zaluzhny is Syrskyi who is actually 8 years older than him, I'm definitely concerned. Syrskyi is seen as being both much more Soviet in his approach than Zaluzhny AND much more likely not to push back on Zelensky's meddling in military affairs.
It was a *very* inauspicious start to the offensive. I remember pro-Russian channels being genuinely nervous about the Ukrainian offensive for months before it kicked off, but when the Leopard and Bradley pileup came to light, that all dissipated immediately.
>They probably could have saved maybe couple of thousands of shells, and maybe few hundreds of men, if they stopped all their attempted advances few weeks earlier than they actually stopped

Estimates are that the Ukrainians were firing about 5-10k rounds a day during the offensive. Today they're firing about 2,000 and even that level of rationing might be unsustainable. The Ukrainians should have ended their offensive months before they did, but even if it was say 6 weeks earlier, that would be more than 200k extra shells if we use the low end figure of 5k/day. 200k extra rounds would go a long way on the defensive, much further than they did on the offensive. 

>The attempted offensive was not multi-million shells endeavor, nor did it lose Ukrainians hundreds of thousands of men

Correct, because they didn't have those resources to lose. They did however expend somewhere around 1 million rounds and lost much of their infantry, especially their skilled assault infantry. Those losses aren't going to be easy to replace, and as far as ammunition goes, without US support Ukraine is going to be desperate for ammunition for many months to come since the Europeans were so absurdly slow in ramping up production despite the fact that their stockpiles were practically empty when the war began. 

>As for major losses, Russians tried massive Avdivka armored offensive (on the city that had been already in semi cauldron for more than a year at that time) on 4th of October (I think?). So, 4 months later, they are finally approaching first houses and situation indeed is deteriorating for Ukrainians in the town.  Not sure if it is "major losses".  

The biggest thrust of the battle came at the beginning, when Ukraine still did have a small amount of manpower and ammunition to spare. The recent advances are specifically due to Ukraine's lack of both and are likely to continue since Ukraine is only going to be increasingly short of both in the coming months. It's also not just Avdiivka either, Russians are advancing around Kupyansk, Bakhmut, and other parts of the line because Ukraine is stretched way too thin. 

Like I said, 2024 was going to be a hard year for Ukraine regardless, but now it's looking downright desperate.
They *absolutely* overused their resources.

They burned literally several hundreds of thousands of shells which would not have been spent with a  defensive posture.

They sent several new units with new gear into offensive actions, when they could have been used to relieve formations on other fronts, allowing reconstitution and training. Which was and remains sorely needed. 

The new units if put on defense could have gotten much needed experience while keeping attrition low, including offensive experience through counterattacks.

The old units if relieved could have been reshuffled and trained to successfully mount large scale combined arms attacks. There would have been time and opportunity for it. 

Defensive posture with an artillery ammunition surplus and equipment overmatch (Bradley, Marder, etc) would have resulted in absolutely staggering attrition on Russia's side.

I've said it before...
Zaluzhny deserves to be sacked.     
He is no longer the man for the job.  

The problem is, he has kept the older Soviet junk officers where they are and sent the lower ranked officers to their deaths.    
The officer pipelines should have been bursting with experienced officers with fresh ideas and western training climbing the ranks. Instead they're dead, and Zaluzhny's pals are "safe".

I'm starting to wonder if Zaluzhny is genuinely corrupt. At the very least it's a question with asking.
>If they stopped the offensive in a week you'd have even more "experts" commenting how we should cut Ukraine aid because they gave up after a week of offensive and achieved nothing.

When has that ever happened? The opposite actually, multiple times Western govt and military sources have gone to the press to try to pressure Ukraine to stop them from continuously doing something stupid that wasn't working. 

And here's the thing about stopping an offensive that isn't working. Nobody is saying they can't restart another one a week later somewhere else. Which is how it's supposed to go anyway, that's called flexibility. 

In May and then again in Jun-Jul, without even being reinforced the local defending units around Bakhmut started launching counterattacks, very likely just as a fixing operation to support the Southern Counteroffensive. Meanwhile, 3rd Assault Bde was demolishing the units in front of them and ended up almost reaching the Bakhmutka River. Why couldn't that have been reinforced? Sure, it's not going to cut the Land Bridge, but neither was the Orikhiv axis either, that was 70 km against the ultimate defense in depth. Alone, recovering Bakhmut is meaningless but after the initial failed Orikhiv attack, a big victory around Bakhmut would have been a great morale boost and would have hurt the Russians.

In October, when the Ukrainians crossed the Dnieper early on, before the troops over the river were reporting it as a suicide mission, but after the Russians were getting hammered with heavy losses trying to retake it, that's another good example of flexibility. They found a weak point, attacked it, achieved very good results early on. Why couldn't that have been done earlier? Why can't they have tried that at any number of locations in Ukraine? 

Instead, the Ukrainians followed a crappy plan and reinforced failure .

>Ultimately in the grand scheme of things it doesn't really matter whether the offensive went on for week or six weeks.

It went on for five months, and it matters a whole lot because the whole time it consumed manpower, equipment, and supplies that were extremely finite. 

>Maybe if they saved more ammo and equipment they'd be able to hold Avdiivka for extra month or two, but it doesn't matter in the long term.

Generaling armies at the operation and especially strategic level of warfare is about allocation of resources in the ultimate zero sum game. If they use them at A to do B, then they can't use them at X to do Y. 

Maybe if they'd have halted the Orikhiv axis thrust then they could have massed units and supplies to push back the flanks at Avdiivka. Because that was an option too. Those flanks have only been there since last spring, there was no reason the Ukrainians couldn't try to push them back to the original JFO line except they didn't have the manpower, equipment and supplies, because they were being elsewhere.
Kofman and others were saying the UAF were shooting about 7-10k/day during the offensive. Especially after they switched tactics to small unit dismounted infantry assaults, focusing on attrition, their artillery fire rates skyrocketed. GMLRS too, they're mostly out of ammo with those too because they were going after individual arty pieces for months with them.

It was a very high risk plan at that point, with low reward because there was almost no way they were going to breakout to the coast capturing one treeline at a time. Their only hope was a complete collapse of the Russian mobilization system, with no reserves at all to commit from anywhere, that would suddenly allow the Ukrainians to switch back to mechanized attacks to break through undefended defensive lines. 

That's why the minimalist goal of Tokmak became such a big talking point by late summer, that was the only thing attainable and even that had no real strategic value. That was the most likely reward for their high risk plan,, Tokmak. Even without hindsight it was very wasteful to expend so much to try to get Tokmak.
It's not silly logic at all.

You claimed that Biden made success in the offensive a condition of further support. Without US support, Ukraine loses badly.

If he truly had done that, Ukraine would have known that victory (whatever that looked like) in the offensive was an existential matter, and as such would have continued no matter what.

It's pretty clear both from Ukraine's actions, and from Biden's actions since (attempting to get more aid assigned) that there was no conditioning of further support (which you claimed) based on the outcome of the offensive.
Political pressure and because they still thought it was their best shot.

The prevailing view on this sub (although not one I shared) was that it was too early to call the counteroffensive a failure and that there could be a breakthrough and the Russian lines could collapse at any point.
zaluzhny spoke in december that avdiivka could stand for another 2 months. units have not been reinforced there since november if you believe butusov. according to him even inter brigade rotations, so rotations between different units within the 110th for example, stopped happening in early january. hes been asking for more men to be sent to the city. if you want to say there was a political decision to reinforce the town it goes against the reporting of the most zelensky critical journalist in all of ukraine
What is the source for this?
glacial and grinding
https://twitter.com/verekerrichard1/status/1751615378998882706/photo/1

On that subject, here's his most updated graph about the breakdown between the families.  Honestly it's holding relatively steady between the different families of tank.
Why is the disappearance of the T-80U relevant? There's still plenty of T-80BV(M)s that need turbine engines.
Sometimes numbers are just thrown to impress and don't necessarily relate to reality, especially when given by factory bosses, local/regional politicians or medias which want to emphasize successes - at least this is the same in Russia and in Ukraine. Every expansion, change or new development will be XX% better than whatever preexisted (or whatever exists in the West etc) until the claim is independently verified.

In this case, that part of the article seems to be based on the same Polish article they took the quote from ( https://www.altair.com.pl/news/view?news_id=42404 ); the 21% increase in workforce seems to be a mistake based on another article from May 2023, which talked about this 12% increase in production of diesel engines in the first quarter of 2023 compared to the Cold War era, but said it had followed a 30% increase in workforce since 2022, according to one of the factory directors:

https://www.1obl . ru/news/ekonomika/chelyabinskiy-traktornyy-zavod-stal-vypuskat-bolshe-dvigateley-chem-v-sovetskie-gody/

I suppose Topwar just took the numbers from the Polish article. The newsworthy part of the article isn't meant to be the numbers, but the opening of a "ion nitriding line improving the crankshaft".

On a side-note and because I always get lost when I look into anything like this, the same factory has been plagued with a myriad of problems recently. It's severly indebted (https://dzen . ru/a/ZWR6Nr-okQ0YUiyq), has lost most of the non-defense related part of its business, has trouble paying electricity bills, an explosion followed by a big fire happened on its territory in November ( https://74 . ru/text/incidents/2023/11/26/72954581/ ), and in December it was in local news following workers complaining about being forced to work in subzero celsius temperatures as the heating was cut due to pipe failures (https://pchela.news/news/detail/34236 ).
Right now supporting Taiwan (and Ukraine) really is a no brainer tbf
I mean it truly depends on the interview though. Is it really free speech if it's a part of an aggressive informational warfare of an extremely hostile state?
It seems even the government and media are making little to no attempt at trying to contest the Russian information sphere either. 

So are we witnessing Russia essentially winning the information war all because the west refused or is utterly incapable of putting up a fight ? Do we just let Russia get away with swaying opinions and manipulating other governments from within ? If we can do so without censorship then good, it's the lack of urgency and effort that alarms me.
It’s a a clear advantage that russia has in the information space. Democracy requires informed citizens, not a massively undereducated and easily influenced one. Otherwise you’re just left with enough freedom to destroy the country with. The least competent and most dysfunctional part of the US government is ironically the elected part…
Agreed with your points about the UK. The British should absolutely retain their sovereign capability to design and manufacture advanced top-of-the-line equipment for the RAF and RN as these are where they excel at. They arguably lead the continent in this regard as British ships and aircraft are always one of the best. However, most of the British Army’s equipment at this point should just be off-the-shelf.

There is no strategic reason why the UK needs the capability to be able to design and produce their own tank only to procure such a paltry number that the force itself isn’t really that effect. The UK is an island and as such, the Army will always be an afterthought. Because of this, the Army will always lack the ability to utilise economies of scale very effectively in a way that Germany simply doesn’t lack. Just looking at the number of upgrades the Leopard 2 has managed to get compared to the Challenger 2 is enough to see how much of a comparative advantage the Germans have over the British with regards to land vehicles in general.
> It's getting better; you see mixed NL/DE tank formations etc.

As far as standing multinational formations in Europe, there’s also the Franco-German Brigade, the Combined Joint Expeditionary Force (UK/French brigade-level HQ without permanently-assigned line units), and the Lithuanian-Polish-Ukrainian Brigade (not sure if the Ukrainians are still active in this one given all that they have going on).
I was simply trying to draw a contradt between how European countries seem to gladly interlink things that fill out each other's economic shortfalls, yet are unwilling to interlink militaries the way they should be to function optimally as a European, within NATO as a whole and the USA obviously taking the most liberty of action.
These European nations are also incapable of running SEAD missions against modern(or even decades old) integrated air defenses without the US, and show no real sign of trying to change that.
tube-launched smart munitions very much play into the west's strengths, though. 

And yes, there's no depth to those stockpiles.
> He's basically accomplished nothing.

That's true.  But there isn't a lot that the whole Republican caucus actually wants to accomplish.  A bunch of them are actively pushing for a government shutdown.  They like shouting about impeaching somebody from the Biden administration, but they also know nothing impeachable has happened, so they make their news appearances about the "investigations."  They balked at the idea of passing a border bill.  I don't know if accomplishing something would be a net win for a Republican right now.  It might just peel off more support if a group said, "we no longer need him for X."
Drop an R9X to the other side of his bed with a note that the miss was intentional.
And why mysterious explosions happened in ammo dumps throughout Europe and Ukraine.  And why Russia already has well known operations staff dedicated to cutting undersea cables if ordered to, and they had a weird mercenary group operated by a hot dog guy that was totally not govt affiliated, etc etc etc...
This. Western unwillingness to get it's hands dirt while everyone else is doing it may be noble, but it's not without its risks.
> That's fair, but there are some good prospects all be it in the future, the leo2a8 is being set up to replace most of the leo fleet in Europe.

Of course. But that also runs back to the initial question, will the a8 be delivered before Ukraine goes critically low on tanks vis a vi Russia?

> This however requires for Ukraine to maintain a defense posture for a decently long time.
Boots on the ground would be bad.

Occasionally throwing bombs at strategic sites like ammunition plants, drone plants and nuclear facilities would not be.

Iran has no respect for any international convention. The west should return the favour.
It is in our interest to ensure there is a cost to attacking us. Failing to do that doesn’t promote peace, it just encourages aggression. As long as the cost of attacking the US is always wildly disproportionate to the expected returns, we’ll have peace.
It isn't of course. My argument is that our current response structure is more likely to lead us to all out war than a disproportionate response. We've created an incentive structure for Iran to continue escalating because they've already factored in our response, and determined that it's still worth it. This cycle leads to continued escalation, albeit at a slower pace, but doesn't actually stop the underlying behavior. 
McClellan had a 2-1 advantage in Antietam AND the entirety of the Confederacy's battle plans leaked to him and he managed to almost bungle it up. Just watch any battle video on Antietam and the movements make no sense.


Earlier in the Peninsular campaign he had a free shot to the capital and wasted time fearing a phantom army.

If there's a list of worst American generals he and Gates deserve to be in the top 5.
because they have the ammo for their tanks? and im not counting all the tanks the russians have. that would be far more than the 2000 they just LOST
Russians can replace their tank losses even at a slower pace, Ukrainians cannot.
You can read articles published around the time the battle for Bakhmut reached its high point and you can read about Zelensky apparently going against American advice in holding Bakhmut in the counteroffensive post-mortem two part article published in the Washington Post ~1 month ago.
I've seen no evidence to show they learned their lessons.

Zelensky is trying to fire Zaluzhny, and while the latter wasn't without his own issues he's still way less destructive to the Ukrainian war effort than the former.  

They supposedly started building their own fortified defensive positions, but no evidence they'll change their existing policy of fighting for every square inch until being forced to retreat with no options left. 

Why do I say that? Avdiivka has been a poor tactical position that it warranted a retreat for some time. I'm not saying the whole salient needed to be evacuated, but there is no point in holding onto the city anymore, not if they can fall back to straighter, shorter, more secure lines, freeing up forces to go into the reserve, etc. 

Their failure to do that already, or to reinforce the units already there is indicative of a half ass approach that's defined the war effort. They want to hold at all costs because if they lose it, then it's bad political optics. But they still won't commit what's necessary to do that, because either they don't have it or it'll be a bad call just to hold a city of no real value. As they no doubt bicker about what to do, they only commit the bare minimum to stave off short term catastrophe, while still hemorrhaging manpower equipment and supplies they can't afford to lose.

Are they attriting the Russians? Yes. So what? In most of those battles, Ukraine has to take losses we know they can't sustain in order to cause heavier losses to Russia in the hope, without proof, that maybe somehow they can't sustain them either. That's a high risk gamble that has no reason it'll work. 

But at Avdiivka, they hold. Same with other places. Still sending UAF Marines and TDF across the Dnieper as bait to draw the Russians to attack Krynky. Etc. That's business as usual for Ukraine unfortunately but it's the opposite of what many called for in 2024, going on the strategic defensive, or active defense. 

That means economy of force everywhere possible. It means Ukraine picking and choosing fights only where it really suits them, it means keeping as much of the force in reserve as possible to build up size and quality, while those on the line should be rotated in and out often and fight from well built fixed defensive positions with secure supply lines. Use as little ammo as possible to stockpile for the future, with the occasional limited scale raids and attacks where they have a tactical advantage to start, otherwise waiting until 2025 to go on the offensive, when hopefully the US/EU arty production maxes out and they'll potentially be able to fire 9k shells per day without going in the hole.

That's not just Good Idea Fairy plans at this point, doing that is literally the only strategy that'll allow them to even survive 2024, but I'm not seeing proof it's being followed. 

More so, they still haven't addressed their mobilization problems.  Despite saying in mid November that he wanted a solution in a week, now in February Zelensky is still deliberately kicking the can down the road to avoid making a decision. 

So right now, I'm pretty depressed about Ukrainian chances. The only positive i have is maybe when GLSDB being fielded shortly might have a major effects to halt the current Russian offensive, but that's likely not going to be the case. It'll have positive effects, but not enough to really charge anything.
Couldn't agree more, the Ukrainians learned the wrong lessons from Kharkiv and Kherson. In a lot of ways Kherson was the harbinger of what was to come, as the Russians were in heavily fortified positions, made extensive use of mines, including artillery launched remote mines, and the Ukrainians suffered terrible losses for minimal territorial gains. 

I remember being surprised at the time that the Ukrainians let the Russians escape Kherson with the vast majority of their men and equipment but Kofman later noted that this was because the Ukrainians were bogged down by dense minefields and badly attrited and therefore couldn't properly pursue the Russian forces. Why the Ukrainians ignored the lessons of that battle, which took place *after* Kharkiv is still a mystery to me.
Zaluzhny probably isn't involved in the horrific decisions to reinforce failure points to gain headlines, or other blatant political decisions, that's the Zelensky administration.

But he's not innocent. He apparently played a very big part in planning this offensive, especially in the decision not to mass forces at the Orikhiv axis (that doesn't just mean maneuver units, also more arty, more drones, more EW, more engineers, more ammo, etc).

Besides operational and strategic planning, he is also 100% responsible for the poor state of training still systemic in the UAF, both the newly inducted troops receiving too-short training and of low quality, as well as any sort of professional training for existing officers especially, who are well known for being deficient in their command and staff skills.

He's not standardized training and doctrine. He's not even restructured the UAF internally considering it's at a size and fulfilling a role it was never designed to do. 

AFAIK, he's also responsible for the corruption and incompetence of the military commissar recruitment commands, who fall under the UAF. 

Etc. He's got a lot of faults. 

His strengths seem to be related to the same thing that got him promoted in the first place and why he's popular, he's a fantastic promoter of the UAF in the public, especially knowing how to embrace modern technology and social media. He's fiercely nationalistic (so he'll get the support of those factions), he's charismatic, friendly, seems to be easy going with the troops (they like that), he's absolutely fantastic when dealing with NATO military allies and the foreign press (too good). 

If he had solid subordinates within the General Staff who could act as his "brains" and convince him to make better decisions, he could be an excellent general. So at least some of his bad decisions were either overruling subordinates or they were in agreement, because let's be real, at the end of the day the Ukrainian Armed Forces was never a good military organization. They're just slightly better than the Russians, which isn't saying much.
How much foriegn aid or bills were protested during the Trump presidency? How much was foreign aid reduced?(for the record I'm not being rhetorical, I could not find any major instances of blocking aid but welcome examples)

They(The GOP/base) seem to support ongoing aid for Israel despite Israel being the #1 recipient of military aid for decades. That's including the United States-Israel Security Assistance Authorization Act of 2020 which was; at the time; the most expensive military foreign aid bill passed in recent history, had massive support in both House and Senate, and which happened under Trump.

Every major about-face towards foreign military aid by members of the GOP *just happens* to have occurred post-Russian invasion of Ukraine and *just happens* to be primarily focused on theatres that would benefit Russia.
I'm afraid that this is where my usefulness ends since I only learned about the existence of Syrskyi a few days ago. And what I did hear was pretty bad.

I do intend to read up on him though, and the other one that keeps getting mentioned, Budanov, I think.
What do you mean with "the Leopard and Bradley pileup"? I wasn't paying as much attention back then, mostly got my news from the evening news etc and believed Ukraine was on the up and that Russia would collapse soon.
The sources and retrospective analysis to show that Ukrainian resource usage and management were definitely bad. I think my question to you is, do you believe the issues currently affecting Ukraine, which again stem back to that same mismanagement of resources and manpower, can be overcome within this year? 

I personally don’t see Ukraine engaging in any offensive actions for the remainder of the year and rightfully so, since they simply don’t have the resources and manpower anymore, and won’t for the foreseeable future. Much of that stems from Western aid. But the war is still existential for them in nature, and unless I haven’t kept up with the news, neither Ukraine nor Russia are showing any desire to earnestly negotiate a peace.

First comment on the sub, whew. Hope I meet the standard for discourse here.
If during offensive they spent 5000 shells daily on average, and if defensive posture and harassments would be 2,500 shells daily on average, and if the offensive attempts took a month longer than it should, they overspent 75,000 shells. Even if adjust all these parameters higher (which I don't think we should too much), we will still not reach several hundreds of thousands.
Yes, the only major difference I note is there were more T-72s at the start of the war and less T-80s than now. But within the classes you start seeing the difference between variants for example more of the 2022 variants for the T-72 versus the 2016 variant.
His point was that if they were producing brand new gas turbine engines in volume we would have seen a T-80U on the field by now because the tank is well regarded in the Russian army. There are sufficient hulls in storage. He also noted that a lot of T-80BVMs were delivered before the war. I will try to find the thread where he went over it in detail for why he was skeptical but it was from a few months ago.
Supporting Ukraine has always been a controversial issue, just recently the white washing
Of maidan-2024 Ukraine is deeply ingrained. Less than 5 years ago house democrats were clamoring the elevate azov from leahy act violators, to full blown Isis level terrorists.

Our support for Taiwan is also not necessarily “solid” as we commonly have us officials stepping back from the “Taiwan is independent” bit.
I think it’s too blurry a line for the government to effectively draw and enforce…I wouldn’t trust the shifting winds of federal politics to define who is waging “information warfare” in a legal sense
I think sanctioning journalists for holding interviews with someone you disapprove of is a fundamental breakdown in understanding democratic principles. By the way, are you advocating sanctions against a 'journalist' before he's even held the interview?

Also, you do understand that if the current American government slaps sanctions on journalists, the next government might be able to use those very same rules to slap sanctions on "your" journalists?
These things take time. It is sovereign states you are talking about after all, and having a military is simply essential for being a sovereign state. However, it is false that no movement in this direction is taking place. The Nordics are joining their air forces and Germany and the Netherlands are joining their armies. The EU also tries to play a role, with joint purchase of ammunition (whatever one thinks of it, the end goal of the EU is to become a new state). More integration through NATO is also taking place. Expecting all European countries to integrate all their militaries to one, which it would presumably take in order to 'interlink' them to 'function optimally' is once again not very credible...
Germany is replacing their Tornado ECRs with a Typhoon variant and a dedicated EW variant later on, the United Kingdom wants to use Spear EW for SEAD. 

I believe France is also working on similar capabilities.
It’s a stretch to call any nation with significant numbers of 5th gen fighters incapable of SEAD. They may not be as well prepared as they would like to be, but they certainly have the tools they need to be capable of it.
Depending on the estimate, one Excalibur shell costs about as much as 3-5 JDAMs. They are a useful weapon, and they certainly play more to the west’s strengths than massed unguided artillery, but not to the same degree as air power,
By accomplished nothing, I mean he accomplished none of the Republican goals. He didn't shutdown the government not once but twice; didn't get any major expenditure cuts compared to the debt ceiling deal McCarthy made, attached has failed will impeach Mayorkas with Biden's impeachment basically going nowhere fast and not even hurting him politically.
The point of "captured stinger" was to emphasize the idea of "totally not related to Russia".

But yes, we're already down that route, that's true. What I'm trying to say is that every behavior, every decision, has consequences that reach further than the specific place where they occur. And basing one's foreign policy on brute force under the principle of "we can afford it because they can't respond" is the ideal way of making enemies everywhere, and that always comes back to bite you. I don't believe that the US are in a position to assert such brutish arrogance everywhere they go, as they are currently watching three fronts closely.
Its extremely naive to think western intelligence is noble and unwilling to get their hands dirty. I mean... do you know anything about the history of western intelligence? How many foreign governments have they coup'd and replaced with an anti-communist dictator? The CIA was torturing people at black sites not that long ago. People from the GWOT torture era are still working there.
You can be damn sure western intelligence is getting their hands dirty. They've just learned their lesson about staying out of the headlines after the scandals and hearings of the 70s-80s.
While obviously tanks are quite useful on defensive there are many other instruments to hold the defensive untill a decent amount of them arrives


The more pressing issue is ammo, and form declaration of EU and Uk official it seems a decentish rate of 4k rounds a day can be maintained in 2024
Iran will just occasionally blockade oil exports and crater the global economy in retaliation.  

Or assist the Houthis in shutting down the Red Sea.  

The West isn't ignoring international convention out of some desire to play by the rules, we've shown time and again that we're more than willing to discard the rules when it suits us. We're not bombing Iran because that would be far far worse for us than the current(bad) situation.
To begin with, Trump gets a pass because his base doesn't see him as an establishment figure. Perception is much more important than wonkish policy nitpicking for voting bases, particularly Trump's base.

>They(The GOP/base) seem to support ongoing aid for Israel despite Israel being the #1 recipient of military aid for decades.

I disagree that sentiment vis a vis Israel is as clear cut as you make it out (the alt-right despises Israel, for instance). That aside, Israel benefits from a couple things: one, it has a lot of traction among the Evangelical crowd due to the Dispensationalist implications. Two, it pisses off European countries and progressives. Again, perception is important. Finally, Trump's base is bigoted against Muslims.

>Every major about-face towards foreign military aid by members of the GOP just happens to have occurred post-Russian invasion of Ukraine

What? Trump was already messing with US-Ukraine relations during his 2016 presidency. Before his presidency, the Republican base was bemoaning the Libyan intervention and targeting Hillary over Benghazi. They were also very vocally against intervention in Syria in 2013 (another Russian theatre) and very suspicious of Maiden. The contrarianism dates back much further than the invasion of Ukraine, even preceding the Trump presidency. The only thing the Republican base didn't seem to mind much was the operation against ISIS, which is fairly easily explained by ISIS being the embodiment of practically every negative Muslim stereotype and also being hated by just about everybody.
>I think my question to you is, do you believe the issues currently affecting Ukraine, which again stem back to that same mismanagement of resources and manpower, can be overcome within this year? 

I think a lot of it could be mitigated if the right steps are taken. [I highly recommend reading this article](https://warontherocks.com/2024/01/hold-build-and-strike-a-vision-for-rebuilding-ukraines-advantage-in-2024/) for steps Ukraine can take this year to set themselves up for success in 2025. The problem is that I don't see Ukraine taking the necessary steps in a timely manner. 

>I personally don’t see Ukraine engaging in any offensive actions for the remainder of the year and rightfully so, since they simply don’t have the resources and manpower anymore, and won’t for the foreseeable future. Much of that stems from Western aid.

I don't either. The real question is how quickly can they rebuild their ammunition stockpiles, recruit and effectively train new manpower, and fortify their lines. Frankly, I'm highly concerned about their prospects for all 3 at the moment. 

>But the war is still existential for them in nature, and unless I haven’t kept up with the news, neither Ukraine nor Russia are showing any desire to earnestly negotiate a peace.

This definitely helps Ukraine, but its not a replacement for sound decision-making and proper planning. Plenty of countries have lost existential wars simply because their leadership was too busy squabbling and making bad decisions. I don't want to see that happen here. 

>First comment on the sub, whew. Hope I meet the standard for discourse here.

Welcome to the sub! You're gonna fit right in.
Where are you getting 5000?

The estimates I've seen range from 7000 on the low end to 9000 on the high end, averaged.

The DPICM (155mm cluster) shells alone were at least 100k, with some suggesting it may have been significantly more. Those came as a hail-mary infusion after Ukraine had started to run their strategic stockpile dangerously low, and they used every single last one of them for the offensive.
But why would the Russian army prioritize the T-80U instead of a more modern T-80BVM? The new engines would be destined to refurbished(in this case newly built) T-80BVM(2024) tanks
I'm not advocating for sanctions. But surely getting funded/getting special privileges by a very hostile foreign state to spread its propaganda goes a bit beyond "journalism" don't you think? 
And it's not like russia is hiding that they are wagging a full scale Infowar.
I never once said full integration and I know there's changes being made but there is no way anyone can convince me that, assuming quality is equal, having 10 different tank/spg/howitzer that all fill the same overall purpose is better than just having 1 or 2 of each. Almost everything flows seamlessly across any standardized system compared to non standardized systems. 

Imagine a situation where in the chaos of war, the wrong kind of howitzer is brought with the wrong ammo rendering the whole unit useless practically. That can't happen in Russia or China to their military, really.
Yeah so the future is bright, but the present is bleak for European SEAD capability.
Eh - the UK's F-35 fleet has a single air-to-ground weapon in service; Paveway IV. I think I'd be comfortable calling a 5th gen fighter that relies on a guided gravity bomb "incapable of SEAD".
I was thinking more of the M1156E2/A1 and SMART155s and their ilk, but Excaliburs do have the advantage of not needing to as far up the chain of command, and cross services.
> The point of "captured stinger" was to emphasize the idea of "totally not related to Russia".

Russian and Soviet gear is scattered across the 7 seas at this point.  Them using soviet manpads would literally be less suspicious than them pulling a stinger out.  Also, Russia's literally gotten away with giving the Donbas separatists post-soviet tank variants.  Again, you're implying a level of deniable finesse that Russia themselves have absolutely no regard for.

>What I'm trying to say

Emphasis on trying.  In the reality you're that meme of "hey what if state began doing <thing they actually already do>?"  The thing you're trying to spook us with has already happened.  If anything, it's time for it to come back to bite Russia, and in certain ways it is.  So, maybe you do have a point.
>do you know anything about the history of western intelligence?

That's exactly the point. Current western aversion to meddling with other countrie's internal affairs as well as supporting paramilitary groups stems from the plethora of previous experiences that backfired, from the US supporting bloody dictators during cold war to Al-Qaeda turning against the US. 

I understand the reasoning, but wonder wether we went too far into the opposite stance.
Is that with or with or without USA shells? 

Because you could subtract like \~600k in 2024 (or \~1.2M in 2025) artillery shells of the 'west' without them and we are at gridlock levels from the republicans previously though impossible.

&#x200B;

Going back to the tank question - i swear i mean this in good faith and not a gotcha: How many tanks do you think could be realistically be gotten and send to ukraine at this point? I am asking because I (as a layman) feel like we are talking about 10s of modern tanks (like leo2s, abrams, etc.) in the next years. I know germany's budget is stretched to its limits (not really - but politically speaking it is) and will not order 100s of new leo2s (mostly just upgrade existing tanks, with few actually new ones). USA would be the only one capable of these numbers with their storage but thats the same problem as all military aid from them.
> I disagree that sentiment vis a vis Israel is as clear cut as you make it out

I'll grant you that support is far from as universal as it used to be. I think we're starting to see the challenges to the whole populism Trump's platform is built upon when it has to balance issues that are so divisive as Israel and the ME/religiously motivated policy in general. 

> What? Trump was already messing with US-Ukraine relations during his 2016 presidency.

I should have worded it better. What I meant was a throwback to my original statement. That being in regards to actionable policy or very public protest when it comes to the passing of aid. The current GOP opposition to and then reneging on aid bills after months of negotiation is unprecedented as far as I'm aware. 

I think it's difficult to draw meaningful comparisons to Libya or Syria and Ukraine given the absolute cesspool of politics and various factions in those conflicts. With Ukraine there's a cut and dry belligerent invasion of a sovereign european nation and one that we publicly warned the world Putin was planning to do. 

It's also not as cut and dry as GOP-are-direct-Russian-stooges as much as opportunistic politicians, election year, etc. but I think that a case can be made that knowingly playing into Russian strategy for political gain makes the difference between bad actor and opportunist pretty blurry.
Because the T-80U was seen as a good upgrade model by the Russian army? Either way put a different way, you don't see any significant increase in the T-80BVM versus the older T-80BV. If your argument is that they are just upgrading T-80B/BV then that graph shows the proportion of losses since October 2022 to now hasn't changed between the BV variants and BVM variants. If they were producing new engines then why is the BVM not surging like we should expect to see? Maybe it will in the future but it's been the same for more than a year.
Is he being funded by Russia / getting special treatment? Genuine question because I usually skip Tucker-related crap.
As far as I know, Germany still has Tornados ECR in service in that role until they get replaced by F-35s and the Eurofighter ECR
An F-35 with guided bombs is capable of SEAD. Anti radiation missiles are obviously much better, but between EW and stealth, guided bombs are capable. 

We saw storm shadows fly right over an S400 today. Russia doesn’t the radars to effectively engage stealth targets. Especially not with extensive EW.
That is an advantage, but, to make full use of that range you would often want to have aircraft locating targets anyway. In Ukraine, that’s small drones with pretty short ranges. In these European armies, that’s more likely to be a fighter, and it’s very convenient for those fighters to have the capability to immediacy engage what they find on the ground, ideally before it even makes it to the front line.
I'm not trying to spook anyone, I don't believe that decision-makers are reading this and taking anyone's opinions here seriously (unless they know them personally, of course). I'm only observing various situations, like others are doing, and it's natural that we may disagree at times.  
In truth, I'm appalled by the ambient discourse that depicts America as a nearly omnipotent power that may do as it pleases without suffering consequences. That discourse is prevalent on diplomatic, military, and financial subjects, for instance. Really, claiming that sinking an enemy intelligence ship when your own intelligence assets are at work on another front while you deny any concept of belligerence based on intelligence-sharing should give decision-makers pause. Maybe they think they can get away with it. But as an observer, I can only see it and say "there's a risk there". Doesn't matter if I know what the specific risk is. I hardly see how this should be ridiculed.  
And the fact that we are already engaged in a sort of hybrid war with Russia doesn't mean it can't escalate, or change, or affect different sectors of our economy, etc.  


You can humiliate me all you want, I'm trying to learn from commenters here (and that includes you). I don't care much about being right on any specific subject. I'll accept and internalize a good point when I see one. The conversation is what matters.
>Because the T-80U was seen as a good upgrade model by the Russian army

Maybe in the 1990s, not today, the BVM is a much better variant.

>Either way put a different way, you don't see any significant increase in the T-80BVM versus the older T-80BV. If your argument is that they are just upgrading T-80B/BV then that graph shows the proportion of losses since October 2022 to now hasn't changed between the BV variants and BVM variants. If they were producing new engines then why is the BVM not surging like we should expect to see? Maybe it will in the future but it's been the same for more than a year.

Well, if what the OP says that the new line just opened recently, then it will take some time till there is a capable production capacity, and afaik, the russians also want to build new T-80 from the scratch, not only modernize the old BV models, certainly it will take some time.
Well I made that comment before I saw the video of Storm Shadow flying directly over an S-400 site. My thinking was that it's not remotely safe enough for an F-35 to be within Paveway range, but maybe it is after all!

I'm still a bit skeptical though; point defence SAMs like the TOR and Pantsir have optical tracking too, which whilst it apparently can't be brought into action fast enough to tackle a cruise missile flying overhead at speed might still present a serious threat to a higher-flying aircraft.
I'm no expert, but it seems unlikely to me that bomb trucks find their own ground targets.
> Really, claiming that sinking an enemy intelligence ship when your own intelligence assets are at work on another front while you deny any concept of belligerence based on intelligence-sharing should give decision-makers pause

No it shouldn't, because it's a fundamental misunderstanding of how Russia (or most opponents, and even many non-opponents) operate.  We could be giving Ukrainians bandaids and snuggies, if Russia thought they could get away with attacking us for it, they would.  Because Russia isn't pursuing "concepts of belligerence".  

What they are pursuing is ways to win their war (especially now that they've mostly realized that this is serious), and any method that doesn't cause more harm than good is on the table.  If the only thing that's stopping them from making a decision is norms, they'll probably make it, and in many cases they already have. 

And you know what they'd do if you gave them your shpeel about that kind of behavior coming back to bite them?  They'd giggle.  Because before this war, they've really gotten a pass from the west for a lot of this behavior.  

>You can humiliate me all you want

I'm not the one writing your talking points, I'm just... addressing them.

> But as an observer, I can only see it and say "there's a risk there"

Sure, but then you list the risks, and the risks are all... things that not only are on the table, but many adversaries (especially Russia) are already doing.  If anything, it suggests that the bigger risks are continuing to abide by that reality.

Which, frankly, I think a lot of people on here would agree with.

>opinions

You're entitled to your opinions, I'm uninterested in changing them.  I deal entirely in talking points, and you know how you say you're bothered by "America's omnipotence" talking points?  Well, I've seen the three main talking points you've made in this thread before:

a) that America's enemies are meaningfully restrained by norms that we set (imo, they clearly aren't, nor is this historically common)

b) that Russia may attempt to engage us in grey zone warfare (they already have, in fact they hadn't really started tasting their own medicine until Feb 2022)

c) that hostility is inherently risky (all decisions in geopolitics carry risk, and if anything the subject matter suggests passivity is a huge risk generator too)

And I argued against them then, and I do now.
> In truth, I'm appalled by the ambient discourse that depicts America as a nearly omnipotent power that may do as it pleases without suffering consequences

Makes all the rules based order talk very funny, at least. For the people I guess also the fact that war might as well be a sport.  But it is true to a degree, the US can do what it wants  or thinks the consequences are acceptable
>Maybe in the 1990s, not today, the BVM is a much better variant.

The T-80U/UM is a much better variant than the T-80BV, which is what Russia is still fielding as its main T-80 variant. It’s much x10 better than the T-80B which we see from time to time. 

That engine production story is not new. I can’t remember when it was but it’s at least a few months old already.
I was referring to the aircraft in aggregate, I could have phrased that more clearly. While it is possible for an F-35 to locate its own targets, it’s safer and more efficient to have some spotting and some engaging.
It's like I've said before, unfortunately, might makes right. The west's hypocrisy is on full display and has been for quite some time.other nations are just finally speaking up
But if the russians restarted the production of T-80, they would build the BVM not the BV variant, while it seems the article is talking about new engines for the T-72B3M and T-90M, russian enterprise officials already said that the russian army aproached them regarding the production of new T-80.

There is no doubts that if the Russians decide to restart the production of the T-80, it will be the BVM variant since it was well liked by crews for its capabilities and survivability.
